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I. 



INTRODUCTION 



A. BACKGROUND 

In 1984 and 1985, the press heralded the two-executive 
family and pondered its impact upon corporation, community 
and children. The traditional model of bread-winner husband 
and the homemaker wife was soon to be gone. Disappearing 
was the wife who ran the house, made social plans, and moved 
her household across the country as her husband pursued 
success. In the past twenty years the dual-career family 
has grown from a curiosity into a trend. As Table I depicts, 
in 1960 900-thousand American couples consisted of spouses 
who both held positions as executives, professionals or 
technicians. In 1983 there were 3.3 million. 

The trend of two-career families in American society 
merits the attention and concern of Naval manpower planners 
and policy makers. 

During this same 20-year period the United States Navy 
embarked on a major expansion to a 600-ship Navy. The Navy's 
shipbuilding plan for FY's 1984-1988 includes 124 new ships 
with a projected cost of $93 billion (in 1985 dollars) . The 
majority of these ships would be deployable combatants 
capable of wartime services at overseas locations. Table II 
illustrates the scope of the planned build-up through 1990 
[Ref. 1: p. xiv]. 
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TABLE I 



THE DUAL-CAREER PHENOMENON 




YEAR 

(Source; Elias, Marilyn, "Two-job couplasiLat the Man Rule," USA Today 
S August, 1985 .) 
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PROJECTED TOTAL SHIPS UNDER THE NAVY'S 
PLANNED BUILDUP 1983-1990 (END OF FY) 
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A larger fleet will, obviously, require substantially 
more manpower. By the end of fiscal year 1990, some 9,000 
more officers will be required. Table III depicts those 
officer requirements by type of billet [Ref. 1; p. 10]. 

From where will these new commissions come? How will 
the Navy compete for manpower in an expensive labor market? 

Part of the answer rests with understanding the economic 
and demographic characteristics of dual-career families . 

TABLE III 

ACTIVE-DUTY OFFICER REQUIREMENTS BY TYPE OF BILLET 
FISCAL YEARS 1983-1990 (IN THOUSANDS) 



TYPE BILLET 


1983 


1984 


19 85 


19 86 


1987 


1988 


19 89 


1990 


Sea Duty 


19 


19 


20 


21 


21 


21 


22 


23 


Shore Duty 


38 


39 


39 


40 


40 


40 


40 


41 


Overhead* 


15 


16 


17 


17 


17 


17 


17 


17 


Total Officer 


72 


74 


76 


79 


79 


78 


79 


81 



*Indicates cadets, students, trainees, patients, prisoners and 
personnel in transit (permanent change of station) . 

The roles of work and family in the lifestyles of 
Americans for the rest of this decade and into the next will 
be profoundly reorganized. If the Navy is to succeed in 
getting and keeping top-grade officers in sufficient numbers 
to man the 600-ship Navy, it must take account of a new 
family arrangement in which both spouses pursue professional 
or executive careers. Not just officers in aggregate, but 
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it is safe to assume that, like attracting like, it is 
precisely the best and brightest of the officer corps 
whose mates will have careers of equal importance and 
income. Long hours, frequent separations and transfers 
may turn into critical manpower losses if these demands 
turn into critical conflict with a spouse's career and 
such conflicts are resolved by resignations of commissions. 

B. THE DUAL-CAREER FAMILY DEFINED 

What is a dual-career family? For the purposes of this 
study, a dual-career family is defined as a family in which 
husband and wife pursue careers in which (a) both have 
professional-administrative-technical (PAT) jobs and (b) the 
relative proportion between the two incomes is between 60-40 
and 50-50. In this study, the relative proportion factor was 
assumed by virtue of the rigor imposed on the PAT factor. 

Income data was not available. A dual-career family is not 
merely a working wife. Rather, it is a wife with a success- 
ful career. 

A career is defined here as a job sequence that requires 
a high degree of psychological commitment and that has a 
continuous developmental character. In order for a career to 
have that aspect of continuous developmental character, it 
must embody the process of generating action steps for 
individuals to progress along alternative pathways, in work 
systems, and it must unite organizational planning with 
individual needs, capabilities, and aspirations [Ref. 2: p. 23]. 
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In short, it must provide a challenge and allow for growth. 
Table IV illustrates the "success cycle" as developed by 
Hall and Hall [Ref. 3: p. 33] . 

In the success cycle depicted, a person accepts a 
challenge or reaches for a goal, gets recognition and 
internal satisfaction, and enjoys a huge boost in ego. 

This increased sense of self-esteem and confidence generates 
increased job involvement. This in turn leads to setting 
more challenging future goals, representing higher levels of 
aspiration . 



TABLE IV 

THE SUCCESS-CYCLE 




In the methodology chapter, I will explain how I 
identified and defined dual-career couples in terms of the 
variables found in the Navy data on surface warfare officers 
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TABLE V 



SURFACE WARFARE OFFICER CAREER PATH 



CAPT 



CDR 



LCDR 



LT 



LTJG 



ENS 



YCS 



24 - 



22 - 



20 - 



18 - 



16 



14 - 



12 - 



10 



8 - 



2 - 



5th SHORE. SHORE COMMAND 

. MAJOR SHORE STAFF 
. SUBSPECIALTY 



CAPTAIN COMMAND 
AD/CG/AMPHIB/UNREP 



MAJ 

SHORE 

CMD 



4th SHORE; 



. SUBSPECIALTY 
. WASHINGTON 
. SR SVC COLLEGE 



POST CO STAFF 



CDR COMMAND 



OTHER SEA 



3rd SHORE: 



. SUBSPBCIALTY 
. WASHINGTON 
. MAJOR SHORE 
STAFF 



POST TOUR 
CO . SEA STAFF 



LCDR yD TOUR 



2nd SHORE . PG SCHOOL (NON TECH) 
. SHORE STAFF 
. IR SVC COLLEGE 
. PV UTILIZATION 



DEPT HEAD SPLIT TOUR 
AMPHIB/MLSF/STAFF 

DD DEPARTMENT HEAD 



SEA STAFF/DEP HEAD 



OTHER AFLOAT 



DEPT HEAD COURSE - SWO SCHOOIB CMD 



6 - FIRST SHORE 



4 - 



STAFF 

RECRUITING 
PG SCHOOL 
(TECH CURRICULUM) 



NEW CONSTRUCTION 
OTHER AFLOAT 



BASIC COURSE - SWO SCHOOLS CMD 



C . PROBLEM STATEMENT 

Command at sea marks the zenith of a surface warfare 
officer's career. The path up the ladder of success 
requires that an officer understand the assignment process 
and that he make a major career decision every two to three 
years- These decisions have a considerable effect on an 
officer's family. Table V depicts a typical Surface Warfare 
Officer career path. 

Integrating professional needs and family responsibili- 
ties is strain enough in the conventional breadwinner 
husband/homemaker wife family. In the dual-career household 
the strain is amplified. Domestic chores, child care, job 
demands and social obligations compete for the limited hours 
in the day of a dual-career couple. 

From the male officer's point of view, a career oriented 

wife's inability to be a traditional Navy-Wife is likely to 

undermine his career success . As a male officer progresses 

up the chain of command, the role of his wife as social 

hostess and symbol of command increases. She is both hostess 

and social director. Pye and Shea, in their book "Welcome 

Aboard. A Service Manual for the Naval Officers Wife", 

outline traditional responsibilities of the Navy-Wife; 

You should do all you can to fulfill the wishes of the 
wife of your husband's commanding officer ... as far 
as possible, you should comply with her requests . . - 

it is not only considered good manners to be as 
cooperative as possible, but it helps the morale of 
the ship if the wives all get along together. [Ref. 4: 

p. 22] 
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A wife with a career of her own may find it impossible 
to embrace the role of "Navy-Wife", either because: . 

(1) She does not have the time. 

(2) She is geographically separated. 

C3) She is not interested in traditional subordination. 

Further, the financial realities of the dual-career 
lifestyle cannot be overlooked. Two professionally salaried 
people can more easily afford a rising cost of living in the 
United States. The desire to purchase homes frequently 
priced over $100,000, to drive new cars, and to generally 
improve their quality of life provides additional incentive 
for both members of the household to pursue careers. 

Additionally, the motivations of women are changing. In 
1964 the Census Bureau found that two-thirds of working women 
were employed out of economic need; only one-sixth gave 
"personal satisfaction" as their rationale for working. A 
decade later, in a National Opinion Research Center survey, 

60 percent of married women gave "important and meaningful 
work" as their most preferred job characteristic. Today, 
in a national survey of women aged eighteen to thirty-five, 
over 80 percent of the working women polled said they would 
continue to work even if money were no problem. 

This concern for autonomy and self-fulfillment indicates 
that society is beginning to endorse a new type of success 
for both men and women: a psychological success based on 

the individual's internal priorities, values, and standards 
of excellence [Ref. 3: p. 67]. 
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Table VI relates the difference in median family income 
for dual-career and single-career families for selected 
years 1968-1980 . 



TABLE VI 

MEDIAN FAMILY INCOME BY TYPE OF FAMILY 
SELECTED YEARS, 1968-1980 (CONSTANT 1980 DOLLARS, 

THOUSANDS) 



TYPE FAMILY YEAR 



1968 


19 70 


19 72 


19 74 


19 76 


1968 


19 80 


Dual-Career 10.63 


12.15 


13.88 


16.58 


19 .08 


22.73 


27.74 


Single-Career 8.7 


10 .01 


11.49 


13.48 


15.48 


18.99 


22.40 



( Source; Haygle, Howard. "Dual Earner Families", Two 
Paychecks (Sage piablications , London, England; 19 82) , p. 36. 

As Table VI indicates, the difference in median earnings 
between the two lifestyles is widening. In many cases, once 
a family is accustomed to a double income, they often are 
financially not able to give up one of the income sources, 
even if it means temporary separations and difficult 
relocations [Ref. 5; p. 27]. 

The income from two well-paid careers in one household 
becomes a vital factor in resistance to; 

(1) Frequent moves. 

(2) Moves to non-metro assignments. 

(3) Overseas moves. 

An officer in San Diego or Washington, D.C. simply and 
truly may not be able to afford an assignment to Maine if it 
means losing 40 percent of the household income. 
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If the Navy is serious about attracting and keeping its 
best surface warfare officers, then the special needs of 
dual-career households must be understood. Programs dealing 
with career paths, the detailing process, PCS policies, job 
data banks for spouses, and family issues in general may 
ease the task of manning a larger surface force. 

D. THESIS INTENTION 

The purpose of this study is to understand the effects 
of dual careers and related family issues on surface warfare 
officer retention. 

E . RESEARCH QUESTION 

Do dual-career families exhibit different behaviors with 
regard to career intent and career satisfaction as a result 
of family oriented variables? If so, what roles do family 
responsibility, family decision process, grade, type duty, 
and family disruptions play in explaining any such 
differences? 

Compared to single-career families, are dual-career 
families less career-oriented? Do they experience a lesser 
degree of career satisfaction? 
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II. LITERATURE REVIEW 



A. THE DUAL-CAREER HOUSEHOLD; DESCRIPTION AND 

CHARACTERISTICS 

The literature addressing the dual-career phenomenon is 
as new and dynamic as the trend itself. The various writings 
run from family issues to the economic, social, and organiza- 
tional impact of dual-career households. 

Two social phenomena led to the increase in dual-career 
households : 

(1) The rapid rise in the number of women in the work 
force. 

(2) A success ethic that was previously valued by men 
only has spread to working women. They are equally 
concerned with the quality of life now that they 
can afford it. 

A classic study of the dual-career households was done 
by Rapoport and Rapoport in 1971. They defined the two- 
career family as; 

heads of household pursue careers and at the same time 

maintain a family life together [Ref. 6; p. 42]. 

The study classified couples according to four 
descriptions ; 

Careerist Couples ; both emphasize career only. 

Conventional Couples ; the wife emphasizes family only 

and the husband emphasizes career. 

Family Couples ; both emphasize family as their major 

source of satisfaction. 

Coordinate Couples ; both value family and career. 

In a related study. Hall and Hall (1978) discussed how 
dual-career couples and organizations cope. They grouped 
couples according to career stages: 
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Characteristics of Early Career Couples 



1. Similar career demands. For both partners, the need 
to develop skills and contacts and gain broad work 
experience means traveling, relocations, long hours, 
and a high degree of job involvement. For each, the 
job is top priority. These responsibilities and 
demands often lead to conflict. 

2. Conflicting career choices. The best opportunity for 
each, in terms of advancing their respective careers, 
may mean moving in different directions geographically. 

3. Intense commitment to career. Both partners usually 
have a strong drive to succeed. Because of this, they 
understand and emphathize with the other's commitment 
to career. This doesn't lessen the intensity of their 
own commitment, however. 

4. Lack of preparedness. Most couples have little 
information about managing two careers or about what 
lies ahead if they plan to have a family. 

5. No problem-solving skills. For many couples, the 
conflict over a first job or relocation is their first 
experience in working on problems together. Often 
they perceive the situation in terms of "my career 
versus yours". 

6. Fear of the organization. Many couples are afraid to 
discuss their problems with a boss or superior in the 
firm for fear it will reflect negatively on their 
career commitment. 

7. Personal flexibility. When pushed, most young couples 
seem willing to explore non- traditional alternatives 
for managing a family or a marriage. 

Characteristics of Mid-Career Couples 

1. Career versus family conflicts over children and 
relocation. 

2. Alternative career paths which accommodate family 
needs are viewed as viable. 

3. More clearly defined career and family priorities 
and goals . 

4. Commitment to the family unit. 
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5. Improved ability to plan and cope as a function of 
experience in problem solving career/family issues. 

* 

6. Less fear of the organization, more sharing of career/ 
family concerns, and willingness to test the organiza- 
tion's flexibility. 

7. Acceptance of the career as flexible and the family 
as a given [Ref. 3: p. 38] . 

Dual-career families tend to be more inner-directed . 

The source of direction for the individual is inner in the 
sense that it is implanted early in life by elders and 
directed toward generalized but nonetheless inescapably 
destined goals. These individuals possess a greater degree 
of flexibility in adapting themselves to changing require- 
ments and in return require more from their environment 
[Ref . 7 : p . 14 ] . 

They act upon, and are guided by individual principles 
and motives, rather than responding primarily to external 
pressures [Ref. 8: p. 45]. 

Furthermore, there is strong evidence which suggests 
that wives in dual-career families tend to come from a 
higher social and economic class than their husbands 
[Ref. 9: p. 63] . 

Burke and Weir (1976), found that two-career families 
relied less on the need to receive affection, inclusion and 
control. They concluded that dual-career families were more 
self-reliant and self-sufficient than single career families 
[Ref. 10: pp. 453-459] . 
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Suter (1979), reported that there were significant 
differences in attitudes and behavior between dual-career 
and single-career families across age, rank, designator and 
career intent [Ref. 5; pp . 79-123]. 

Strifler (1982) , found that family disruption was a 
significant factor in assessing the variance across career 
intent. His study employed the same data set used for this 
work. [Ref. 2: p. 87] 

Both Suter (1979) and Strifler (1982) employed a broader 
definition of a dual-career family than is used in this study. 
In both cases, the criterion used to identify two-career 
couples was merely if the spouse was employed outside of the 
home. This study takes a closer look at the nature of the 
spouse's employment. 

Yogev and Brett (1983) , found that, in dual-career 
couples, family dynamics and interaction were important 
aspects in shaping family attitudes and behaviors [Ref. 11: 
p. 13]. 

B. THE MILITARY, THE FAMILY, AND THE DUAL-CAREER TREND 

This section reviews the literature pertaining to the 
effects of the dual-career trend on the military family. 

Grace, Steiner and Holcher (1976) found that Navy wives 
have a favorable attitude towards Navy life, but that 
recently those attitudes have becomes less favorable. They 
observed that: 
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(1) More wives are working outside of the home; 

(2) Wives are growing dissatisfied with family 
separations ; 

(3) Wives are having difficulty in obtaining assistance 
when the husband is away. 

[Ref. 12: p. 19] . 

Along the same lines, Githens (1979) showed that depri- 
vation of home life and family separation together was the 
number one reason for leaving the service as stated on Navy 
Officer Exit Statements [Ref. 13: p. 43]. 

In assessing Surface Warfare Junior Officer retention, 
Mohr, Holzbach and Morrison (1981) found that separation was 
considered to be the worst aspect of Navy life. Wives who 
worked outside of the home generally were less supportive of 
a Navy career than those who maintained the home [Ref. 14: 
p. 29]. 

In examining family roles in a changing military. Hunter 
and Pope (1981) found that the changing roles for both men 
and women in civilian society are belatedly being reflected 
within the military [Ref. 15: p. 16]. 

In a study of Air Force personnel, Carr and Orthner 
(1980) expressed the need for the military to understand 
family composition and characteristics. Because the family 
is a primary component of military policy [Ref. 16: p. 12]. 

The problem of recognition and action was summarized by 
Bailyn (18 2) who found that, despite widespread awareness 
patterns of work/family relations, organizations are not 
responding to this change [Ref. 17: p. 32]. 
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A successful two-career family must share household 
responsibilities and family work. Yogev and Brett (1983) 
reported that the perception which distinguishes between 
dual-career spouses who are satisfied with marriage and 
general lifestyle and those who are not, is that the other 
partner is doing his/her share of family work. Family work 
includes not only housework, but child care as well [Ref. 11 

p. 21] . 

The recurring themes are dissatisfaction with prolonged 
separation, the need to share family responsibilities and 
household work, the lack of flexibility in both military 
and corporate structure and the degree of independence and 
self reliance present in dual-career families. 

C. CAREER DEVELOPMENT AND CAREER PLANNING 

A number of career development and career stage theories 
have been put forth. Virtually all of these state, in one 
way or another, that an adult develops through specific 
stages or steps and that an age range bounds each stage. 
These stages must be "s tepped- through" by an individual if 
he/she is to follow a normal career development path. 

Table VII summarizes the various career stage models. 

Career development and career planning were defined by 
London and Stumpf (1982), as the activities individuals 
participate in to improve themselves relative to their 
current planned work- roles and the activities that organi- 
zations sponsor to help ensure that individuals will meet 
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TABLE XVII 



CAREER STAGE MODELS 



Age 

15 



Hall and 
Super 



20 Exploration 



25 






30 

35 Establishment 
40 

45 _ 

50 



'J/ 



/N 



55 Maintenance 



60 



Hall and 
Nouqaim 



Dalton and 
Mans field 



t 



Pre-Work 



A 



/N 



Maintenance 



t 

Early 



Establishment Career 






A 



Mid- 

Career 



t 

Late 

Career 



Thompson 



Appre^iceship 



Individual 

Contributor 

~7^ 



Mentor/ 

Manager 



Organization 

Shaper 



65 

70 



Decline 









Retirement 

1 



>1/ 



V 



(Source; Morrison, R.F. and Cook, T.M. "Military Officer 
Career Development and Decision Making: A Multiple-Cohort 

Longitudinal Analysis of the First Twenty-Four Years," 
NPRDC, San Diego, [March, 1982]). 
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or exceed their future human resource requirements. 

[Ref. 18 : p. 11] . 

The necessary relationship between the individual and 
the organization was highlighted by Morrison and Cook (1982) 
who postulated that "variations in career development 
patterns, career intentions, performance and continuance 
with the organization will be a function of the interaction 
between individual, organization, social and environmental 
factors over time" [Ref. 19: p. 23]. 

In a study of marriage and family issues across Naval 
Officer careers, Derr (1979) defined three major stages in 
the career/family life of a Naval Officer. Table VIII 
displays those stages [Ref. 20: p. 18]. 

These career stages are important for both the organi- 
zation and the individual to understand in undertaking 
career planning and development. 
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TABLE VIII 



STAGE 

ENSIGN, LTJG 



LT, LCDR 



CDR and 
above 



NAVAL OFFICER CAREER STAGES 



STAGE 

Early-career 



Mid-Career 



ISSUES 

Determine if the Navy 
is to be a career. 

Adjusting to Navy 
way of life. 

Developing work and 
family model. 

Sure of career anchor. 

Period of "questioning". 

Family issues rise in 
importance . 

Wife has significant 
impact on career 
decisions . 



Late-Career Key family issue is 

geographic stability. 

Preparing for transition 
to retirement. 

Confronting issues of 
agi ng . 
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Ill . METHODOLOGY 



A. FUNDAMENTAL ASSUMPTIONS 

This study was designed to draw conclusions about the 
effect of dual-career situations on surface warfare officer 
career intent and career satisfaction. 

The following assumptions are behind the design of this 
study and its statistical analysis: 

(1) All surface warfare officers responding to the survey 
were career oriented (in either military or civilian 
sectors) . 

(2) The best assessment of the inpact of family oriented 
issues is by officer respondents. 

(3) The respondent's answer to the career intent and the 
career satisfaction portions of the questionnaire 
accurately represent the officer's true inclinations 
and feelings . 

B . SAMPLE 

This study analyzes data from a survey of the surface 
warfare officer community. The questionnaire was initiated 
by Navy Personnel Research and Development Center (NPRDC) in 
the summer of 1981. Its purpose was to determine factor in 
the Navy's career management system that affect officer 
career decision-making and action (see the Appendix) . 

The questionnaire was designed to survey approximately 
8,000 surface warfare officers from Ensign to Commander 
(year groups 1961-1980). The questionnaire itself was 
divided under the following headings: 
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(1) Background information 

(2) Professional Qualifications 

(3) Present Assignment Experience 

(4) Assignment Process 

(5) Decision Process 

(6) Career Management 

(7) Career Attitudes 

(8) Education, Training, and Professional Development 

(9) Supplemental Questions 

In addition, a final section to allow the respondent the 
opportunity to make narrative comments was also provided. 
However, this narrative information was not stored in the 
data base and is therefore unavailable. The questionnaire 
is contained in the appendix. 

Table IX shows the total sample population by rank. 

This distribution reflects a response rate of 36 percent. 

C. SCREENING MEMBERS OF SAMPLE 

In order to conform with the specific focus of the 
study, the total sample population of 2859 cases (see 
Table IX) was screened by first limiting the usable cases 
to those married respondents. Survey question 1.2 was 
used to make this initial cut (see the appendix) . The 
results are shown in Table X. 

The sample was further screened by determining the 
nature of the spouse's employment. Question item V.18 
was structured as follows; 
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How is your spouse primarily employed (Choose best response) 



( ) 1. Full-time homemaker 

( ) 2. Secretary/Clerical 
( ) 3. Teacher 

( ) 4. Nurse 



( ) 7 . Consultant 

( ) 8. Business/Finance 

( ) 9. Navy Officer 
( ) lO . Navy enlisted 
( ) 11. Other military 
( ) 12 . Other 



( ) 5 . Engineer 

( ) 6 . Other professional 



If a respondent indicated that the spouse was primarily 
employed in categories (1) through (8) then the case was 



TABLE IX 

NPRDC SURFACE WARFARE OFFICER SAMPLE POPULATION 



RANK N 

Commander 850 

Lieutenant Commander 792 

Lieutenant 639 

Lieutenant (j.g.) 440 

Ensign 138 

Total 2859 



TABLE X 

MARRIED SURFACE WARFARE OFFICER POPULATION 

Percent of Total 

Number Married Sample Population 

2149 7516 
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included in the sample to be studied. Responses (9) through 
(12) were excluded. While two-officer families are inter- 
esting in their own right, their relationships are in a 
dimension apart from the dual-career family with only one 
member in the service. 

Table XI displays the resultant sample frequency after 
both screens have been applied. 

As presented, the sample to be studied comprises 1927 
separate cases, representing 67 percent of the sample. Due 
to the size of this sample, the underlying distribution is 
assumed to be normal. 

D. LIST OF VARIABLES 

Each variable selected for the study was designed to 
measure one of the following general constructs; 



CONSTRUCT 


VARIABLE 


(1) 


Household career status 


Spouse employment 






Job importance 


(2) 


Family responsibility 


Number of children 


(3) 


Grade 


Rank 


(4) 


Type duty 


Assignment 


(5) 


Family disruptions 


Disruptions in spouse's 



schooling 
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TABLE XI 



SAMPLE POPULATION BY GRADE AFTER SCREENS APPLIED 



Grade 




N 


Ensign 




29 


Lieutenant 


(j-g-) 


116 


Lieutenant 




478 


Lieutenant 


Commander 


710 


Commander 




594 




Total 


1927 



Percent of Total 

Sample Population 
21.0 
26.0 

75.0 

89.0 

70.0 

67.0 



(8) Family decision process 



(6) Career intent Career intent 

(7) Career satisfaction Impact of career change 

Career enjoyment 
Career pride 
Occupation satisfaction 
Discussion lead time 

Spouse involvement in 
career 

An indexing scheme was devised and applied were feasible. 
This indexing approach was directly relevant to the 
constructs : 

(1) Household career status; 

(2) Family decision process; 

(3) Career satisfaction; 

(4) Family disruptions 
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The four indexes were formed by collapsing variables 
significantly correlated at the .05 level into single 
measures. Each construct, including indexing strategy 
where applicable will now be discussed in depth. 

1. Household Career Status 

In this study, household career status is defined 
as either single-career family or dual-career family. An 
indexing strategy was employed to formulate the dual-career 
portion of this construct. The index involved two questions 
on the survey questionnaire, item V.18 (Spouse employment) 
and item V.20 (Job importance) (See the appendix). 

In order to be classified as a dual-career family 
the following criteria were applied. 

(1) The respondent indicated that the spouse was 
employed as an engineer, professional, consultant, 
or in business/finance. Responses 5 through 8 
inclusive on Spouse employment.) 

(2) The respondent indicated that he did not consider 
his career significantly more important than that 
of his spouse. (Responses 1 through 4 inclusive on 
Job importance.) 

Table XII gives the correlation matrix for the variables 
involved (Spouse employment and Job importance) . As a 
result of this indexing strategy, 106 cases qualified for 
dual-career classification. 

TABLE XII 

DUAL-CAREER INDEX CORRELATION MATRIX 

Job Importance 

Spouse Employment .59474* 

*Correlation coefficient is significant at the .05 level. 
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It should be noted that attempts to apply more 
stringent requirements for dual-career classification 
resulted in sample sizes that were too small to allow for 
confident data analysis. 

If a respondent indicated that his/her spouse was 
a full-time homemaker, secretary/clerical, a teacher or a 
nurse (items 1 through 4) , then the family was considered 
single-career. No indexing scheme was applied to this 
variable. This grouping resulted in 1608 cases and repre- 
sents 83 percent of the original sample size. 

This approach captures the executive aspect of the 
true dual-career situation. It is not intended to slight 
or lessen the degree of commitment or dedication of any of 
the vocations grouped in the single-career status, but 
rather, makes the assumption that those jobs have a certain 
aspect of mobility not shared by the dual-career grouping. 

Furthermore, because in dual-career families (a) 
both spouses earn nearly equal incomes and (b) the women 
may avoid traditional women's work, jobs that are portable 
(nurses, teachers) involve less pursuit of top organiza- 
tional success. 

2 . Family Responsibility 

The number of dependents in a household has a direct 
effect on the degree of family responsibility. Specifically, 
the more the dependents the greater the degree of responsi- 
bility [Ref. 3: p. 67]. 
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Dependents were equated to the number of children 
living in the household. Item 1.6 (number of children) from 
the questionnaire was utilized (see the appendix) . The mean 
number of children for the entire sample population was 1.23, 
and 96.5 percent of the households had three or less children. 
As a result, families who indicated that there were anywhere 
from 1 to 3 children in their household were grouped as having 
significant family responsibilities. This resulted in 1589 
cases . 

Families with no children were considered to have no 
significant family responsibilities. Those cases numbered 
1171. 

3 . Grade 

Table XIII summarizes the promotion flow points that 
a typical surface warfare officer can anticipate. 

Due to the fact that this study is interested in, 
among other things, ascertaining whether junior and senior 
officers react differently to the pressure of a dual-career 
lifestyle, the sample was broken down into the following two 
categories . 

(1) Junior officer (01-03) . 

(2) Senior officer (04-05) . 

This grouping strategy resulted in cell sizes of 
623 and 1304 respectively. 



36 



TABLE XIII 



NAVAL OFFICER PROMOTION FLOW POINTS 



To Grade 



Years of Service 



Ensign (01) 

Lieutenant (j.g.) (02) 

Lieutenant (03) 



4 years 



2 years 



0-2 years 



Lieutenant Commander (04) 



9 years 



Commander (05) 



14-15 years 



Captain (06) 



21-22 years 



Admiral (07+) 



25 years 



4 . Type Duty 

One of the keys in helping to make a dual-career 
arrangement successful is the sharing of family duties and 
responsibilities. The care of dependent children and the 
daily chores involved with maintaining a home are obvious 
manifestations of these responsibilities. More subtle in 
nature, but of equal importance, are the social facets, or 
the corporate spouse syndrome. Just as the Navy-Wife is 
expected to entertain and be involved in the service members 
career, both spouses in the dual-career household must share 
equal roles in this area. 

The professional life of a Naval Officer, and more 
specifically, a surface warfare officer, does not always 
lend itself to the easy sharing of family responsibilities. 
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In order to capture any effects that type of duty 
may contribute, survey question III.l (Type duty currently 
assigned) was employed (see the appendix) . The general 
categories are sea-duty and shore-duty and the respective 
cell sizes are 977 and 943. 

5 . Family Disruptions 

The survey did not address the question of family 
disruptions specifically. However, question V.22 concerning 
the impact of PCS (permanent change of station) moves was 
determined to be an adequate proxy (see the appendix) . In 
this case, two aspects of the question were considered? 

(1) Disruptions in spouse's employment (PCSMOVEl) . 

(2) Disruptions in family schooling (PCSM0VE2) . 

These two responses were combined to form an index 
on the basis of the correlation matrix given in Table XIV. 

TABLE XIV 

FAMILY DISRUPTION INDEX CORRELATION MATRIX 

Disruptions in family schooling 
Disruptions in .509* 

Spouse employment 

*Correlation coefficient is significant at the .05 level. 

If the officer respondent had a response of 2 or less 
on both PCSMOVEl and PCSMOVE2 they were included in the cate- 
gory. This grouping strategy resulted in a cell size of 85 
and represents about 4 . 5 percent of the total population of 
concern. 
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If the above criteria were not met, the family was 
considered not to have significant disruptions. There were 
1589 such cases. 

6 . Career Intent 

The relative strength of career intent of the sample 
population was taken directly from item VII. 1 on the ques- 
tionnaire (see the appendix) . Unfortunately, the question 
provides no insights regarding the respondents intentions 
of remaining past the minimum length of service in order to 
be eligible for retirement. Furthermore, the item does not 
measure actual behavior, only intent. The ramifications of 
this fact will be probed in greater depth in the analysis 
section of this study. 

7 . Career Satisfaction 

This study employs a number of variables from the 
NPRDC questionnaire in constructing a career satisfaction 
index. Sections VIII. 2 and IX. 36 of the questionnaire 
provide the relevant study measures (see the appendix) . 

These measures are weighted on a seven point scale, from 
(1) strongly agree, to (7) strongly disagree. All of the 
variables are concerned with some measure of either career 
or occupational satisfaction. They are defined as follows: 

(A) CARSATl - I would be very dissatisfied if I had to 
change it^ career. 

(B) CARSAT3 - I thoroughly enjoy my career. 

(c) CARSAT4 - I take great pride in my career. 

(D) OCCSATl - I am very satisfied with my occupation. 
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Table XV is the correlation matrix for the variables 



involved in the index. 



TABLE XV 

CAREER SATISFACTION INDEX CORRELATION MATRIX 





CARS ATI 


CARS AT 3 


CARSAT4 


OCCSATl 


CARS ATI 


1.00* 


.539* 


.444* 


.529* 


CARSAT3 


.539* 


1.00* 


.648* 


.709* 


CARS AT 4 


.444 


.648* 


1.00* 


.525* 


OCCSATl 


.529* 


.709* 


.525* 


1.00* 



*Correlation coefficient is significant at the .05 level. 

8 . Family Decision Process 

Often conflicts arise when a crucial decision must 
be made. How partners approach a decision generaly deter- 
mines their success in finding a satisfactory resolution. 

The process people use to arrive at decisions 
depends on: 

(1) Whether they agree about the goal they are trying to 
accomplish; 

(2) Whether they agree about how to achieve that goal; 

(3) Whether they assume a cooperative or a competitive 
attitude toward working on problems . 

In order to identify couples who seemed to exhibit 
cooperative qualities, an indexing strategy was again 
employed. This index involved combining questions V.l.d and 
V.25 (see the appendix). The variables involved are defined 
as follows: 



40 



(A) DPPLAN4 - Lead time involved in discussing career 
decisions with family. 

(B) SPINVCAR - Spouse involvement when making major 
career decisions. 

In the first instance, if the officer indicated that 
he/she began discussing possible assignments at least 14 
months prior to rotation (response 1 through 3 inclusive) , 
the case was included. 

In the second instance, if the respondent said that 
he/she involved the spouse when making major career decisions 
(responses 1 through 4 inclusive) , the observation was 
included . 

Table XVI depicts the family decision correlation 
matrix. This grouping strategy resulted in 999 usable cases. 



TABLE XVI 

FAMILY DECISION PROCESS CORRELATION MATRIX 

DPPLAN4 SPINVCAR 

DIPPLAN4 1.00* .335* 

SPINVCAR .335* 1.00* 

*Correlation coefficient is significant at the .05 level. 

The formulation of an index to group families who do 
not make major decisions a family process employed the same 
variables as above. In this case, if the respondent indica- 
ted that his response to DPPLAN4 was 4 or greater and his 
response to SPINVCAR was 5 or more, then the case fell into 
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the individual decision grouping. This resulted in a cell 
size of 928. 

E. METHOD OF ANALYSIS 

All data analysis was accomplished using the Statistical 
Analysis System, (SAS) . The particular procedures employed 
were as follows: 

(1) T-TEST. 

(2) Analysis of Variance using the General Linear 
Model (GLM) 

The necessity to use the GLM procedure in the case of 
Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) is dictated by the fact that 
the various data sets were not of equal cell sizes. Through 
the concept of estimability , GLM can provide tests of hypo- 
theses for the effects of a linear model regardless of the 
number of missing cells or the extent of confounding. Simple 
ANOVA utilized with unbalanced data may lead to erroneous 
results [Ref. 21: p. 144] . 

The framework on which the analytical techniques are 
based has as its foundation the systems approach. The input, 
output, and process variables form an intricate web of inter- 
action and dependence. The application of statistical methods 
offers a means by which this complicated data can be under- 
stood. 

Table XVII illustrates the basic systems model as it 
applies to this study. 
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TABLE XVII 



INPUT 

Dual-Career 

Family 



Single-Career 

Family 



THE SYSTEMS APPROACH 

•H- PROCESS -^OUTPUT 

Family Decision Career Intent 

Family Responsibility Career 

Satisfaction 

Type Duty 
Grade 

Family Disruptions 
Career needs 



Tables XVIII through XXIII summarize the statistical 
technique employed, the dependent variables, the independent 
variables, and the test statistic used for each hypothesis 
tested. 



TABLE XVIII 

HYPOTHESIS 1; ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY SUMMARY 
Dual-career households will exhibit lower degrees of 
career intent and career satisfaction than single-career 
households . 

TECHNIQUE DEP VAR INDEP VAR TEST STAT 

T-Test Career intent Household career T 

Career satisfaction status 
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TABLE XIX 



HYPOTHESIS 2; ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY SUMMARY 
Households that employ the family decision process will 
exhibit a higher degree of career intent and career satis- 
faction than families who do not employ it. 

TECHNIQUE DEP VAR INDEP VAR TEST STAT 

T-Test Career intent Family decision T 

Career Satisfaction process 



TABLE XX 

HYPOTHESIS 3: ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY SUMMARY 

Career intent and career satisfaction in dual-career 
households will vary by grade, with junior officers (01-03) 
displaying lower degrees of career satisfaction and being 
less career oriented than their senior officer (04-05) 
counterparts . 

TECHNIQUE DEP VAR INDEP VAR TEST STAT 

ANOVA (GLM) Career intent Grade F 

Career satisfaction Household 

Career status 
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TABLE XXI 



HYPOTHESIS 4: ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY SUMMARY 

Career intent and career satisfaction in two-career 
families will vary by type duty, with officers on sea-duty 
scoring less on both measures than officers on shore-duty. 
TECHNIQUE DEP VAR INDEP VAR TEST STAT 

ANOVA (GLM) Career intent Type duty F 

Career satisfaction Household 

Career status 



TABLE XXII 

HYPOTHESIS 5: ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY SUMMARY 

Career intent and career satisfaction will vary in 
dual-career households dependent on the type of decision 
process employed by the family. Specifically, families 
who use a family decis ion process will be more satisfied 
with their careers and will display greater career intent 
than those families who do not. 

TECHNIQUE DEP VAR INDEP VAR TEST STAT 

ANOVA (GLM) Career intent Family decision F 

Career satisfaction process 

Household career status 
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TABLE XXIII 



HYPOTHESIS 6: ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY SUMMARY 

Career intent and career satisfaction for dual-career 
households will vary across (a) FAMILY RESPONSIBILITY, with 
no children families scoring higher on both measures than 
families with children; (b) FAMILY DISRUPTIONS, with 
families experiencing significant levels of disruption 
exhibiting lower degrees of career satisfaction and less 
career intent than families who do not experience disruptions. 
TECHNIQUE DEP VAR INDEP VAR TEST STAT 

ANOVA (GLM) Career intent Family F 

Career satisfaction responsibility 

Family disruptions 



The next section of this study will present the findings 
obtained from the hypothesis tests described. 
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IV. FINDINGS 



In addition to presenting the results of the hypothesis 
tests, this chapter highlights some general characteristics 
of the sample. 

A. SAMPLE CHARACTERISTICS 

Table XXIV displays sample characteristics by marital 
status and dependent status by rank, commissioning source, 
and present tour. 

B. ANALYSIS RESULTS 

1 . HYPOTHESIS 1 - Household Career Status 

In this case officer scores on career intent and 
career satisfaction constructs were measured against house- 
hold career status. The T-Test procedure was employed under 
the assiamption that the variables are normally and indepen- 
dently distributed within each group. This assumption is 
justified by the size of the sample. The procedure computes 
a T-statistic for testing the null hypothesis that the means 
of the dual-career and single-career groups are equal. Table 
XXV displays the results for this hypothesis test. 

As shown by Table XXV, while respondents in dual- 
career environments scored lower with regard to career intent, 
the difference in the mean scores between the two groups is 
not statistically significant at the .05 level. As a result. 



TABLE XXIV 



GENERAL SAMPLE CHARACTERISTICS 



Married Married , 

Single No Children w/Children Other'^ Total 



RANK 


N 


(%) 


N 


(%) 


N 


(%) 


N 


(%) 


N 


(%) 


ENS 


92 


(66.6) 


28 


(20.0) 


11 


(8.0) 


7 


(5.0) 


138 


(4.8) 


LTJG 


224 


(50.9) 


131 


(29.8) 


73 


(2.7) 


12 


(2.7) 


440 


(15.4) 


LT 


174 


(27.2) 


198 


(31.0) 


248 


(38.8) 


19 


(3.0) 


639 


(22.4) 


LCDR 


75 


(9.5) 


157 


(19.8) 


531 


(67.0) 


29 


(3.7) 


792 


(27.7) 


CDR 


37 


(4.4) 


66 


(7.8) 


724 


(85.2) 


23 


(2.7) 


850 


(29.7) 


TOTAL 


602 


(21) 


580 


(20) 


1587 


(55.5) 


90 


(3) 


2859 


(100) 


COMMISSION 


SOURCE 


















USMA 


162 


(19.4) 


202 


(24.2) 


452 


(54.2) 


18 


(2.2) 


804 


(29.2) 


NRDTC 


193 


(26.4) 


187 


(25.4) 


338 


(46.2) 


14 


(1.9) 


731 


(25.6) 


OCS 


222 


(24.0) 


148 


(16.0) 


517 


(55.3) 


39 


(4.2) 


926 


(32.4) 


NESEP 


13 


(5.2) 


31 


(12.4) 


191 


(76.4) 


15 


(6.0) 


250 


(8.7) 


OTEiER 


12 


(10.1) 


13 


(11.0) 


89 


(75.4) 


4 


(4.0) 


118 


(4.1) 


TOTAL 


602 


(21) 


580 


(20) 


1587 


(55.5) 


00 


(3) 


2859 


(100) 


PRESENT TOUR 




















Sea 


439 


(27.6) 


345 


(21.7) 


753 


(47.3) 


55 


(3.5) 


1592 


(55.7) 


Shore 


163 


(12.9) 


235 


(13.5) 


334 


(65.3) 


35 


(2.7) 


1267 


(44.3) 


TOTAL 


602 


(21) 


580 


(20) 


1587 


(55.5) 


90 


(3) 


2859 


(100) 



the alternative hypothesis of unequal means cannot be 
supported . 

However, in the case of career satisfaction, the 
dual-career group does score significantly lower at the .05 
level than the single-career group, and therefore the null 
hypothesis of equal means is rejected. 
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Table XXVI displays the mean response on the career 
intent and career satisfaction portions of the survey for 
the entire sample, and the independent variables dual-career 
and single career. 



TABLE XXV 

RESULTS FOR HOUSEHOLD CAREER STATUS MEANS TEST 



Dependent 


Independent 


N 


Mean 


STD 


Test 


Variable 


Variable 








Stat (T) 


Career 


Dual-career 


106 


3.132 


2.461 




Intent 


Single- career 


1608 


2 . 70 4 


2.226 


1.799 


Career 


Dual-career 


106 


4.199 


1.311 




Satisfaction 


Single- career 


1608 


5.161 


1. 335 


2.570* 


*Significant 


difference at . 


05 level 











TABLE 


XXVI 




CAREER INTENT AND 


CAREER SATISFACTION 


MEAN SCORES 


Dependent 


Entire 


Dual- 


Single 


Variable 


Sample 


Career 


Career 


Career Intent* 


2 .918 


3.132 


2. 70 4 


Career Satisfaction 


5.182 


4.199 


5.111 



*Scale is from 1 to 8 with 1 indicating virtual certainty 
of remaining on active duty. 

As the table indicates, dual-career couples score 
lower than the general population mean on both career intent 
and career satisfaction, while single-career couples approach 
the population mean on both measures . 



49 



2 . 



HYPOTHESIS 2 — Family Decision Process 



For the test on hypothesis 2, the dependent varia- 
bles of interest are once again career intent and career 
satisfaction. The null hypothesis to be tested is that the 
means of the two groups (Family decision group and Individual 
decision group) will not vary with respect to the dependent 
variables. The alternative hypothesis is that the respective 
means will be statistically different. The test was conducted 
at the .05 level of significance. Table XXVII summarizes the 
test results . 



TABLE XVII 



RESULTS FOR FAMILY DECISION MEANS TEST 



Dependent 

Variable 


Independent 

Variable 


N 


Mean 


STD 

DEV 


Test 
Stat (T) 


Career 

Intent 


Family 

Decision 


999 


2.314 


1.959 


4.408* 




Individual 

Decision 


850 


2.787 


2 . 326 




Career 

Satisfaction 


Family 

Decision 


999 


5.380 


1.252 


.139 




Individual 

Decision 










*Significant 


difference at 


.05 


level . 







In this instance, the difference in means with regard 
to career intent is statistically significant. The null hypo- 
thesis is therefore rejected and the alternative hypothesis of 
different means is supported by the evidence. Respondents 
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using the family decision process indicate stronger career 
intent than respondents who do not. 

The difference in means across the dependent variable 
career satisfaction was not statistically significant at the 
.05 level. Consequently, the null hypothesis of equal means 
cannot be rejected. 

Table XXVIII shows the mean response for the entire 
sample and each independent variable. 

As the table indicates, dual-careerists who use a 
family decision model score the higher than the sample popu- 
lation with regard to career intent, but lower with regard 
to career satisfaction. 



TABLE XXVIII 



CAREER INTENT AND CAREER SATISFACTION MEAN SCORES 
BY FAMILY DECISION PROCESS 



Dependent 


Entire 


Dual- 


Single- 


Variable 


Sample 


Career 


Career 


Career Intent* 


2.918 


2.314 


2 . 787 


Career Satisfaction 


5.182 


4.199 


5.111 


*Scale is from 1 to 8, 
of remaining on active 


with 1 
duty . 


indicating virtual 


certainty 



3 . HYPOTHESIS 3 - Grade and Household Career Status 
The intent of this hypothesis is to determine if 
career intent and career satisfaction in dual-career house- 
holds are effected by officer grade. The underlying belief 
is that senior officers (0-4 and above) are less likely to 
be adversely effected by dual career status for two primary 



reasons : 
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(1) Experience. Senior officers are better able to adapt 
and adjust their lifestyles to any household career 
situation. 

(2) The nearness of retirement. The years invested in a 
naval career represent an expensive opportunity cost, 
especially with regard to career intent. 

The null hypothesis is that the mean scores across 
career intent and career satisfaction will not vary as a 
result of grade and household career status. 

The methodology employed here is analysis of variance 
(ANOVA) using the General Linear Model (GLM) . 

The results of this analysis are summarized in Table 
XXIX. The table relates the interactions and effects for 
each dependent variable. The presence of statistically 
significant interaction means that the effects of one factor 
depend substantially on the level of the other factor. In 
this case, the factors involved are household career status 
and grade. The procedure was performed at the .05 level of 
significance . 

Table XXX displays the deviation from the grand mean 
for each combination of independent variables. 

As Table XXIX shows, statistically significant effects 
were found for junior officer dual-careerists, junior officer 
single-careerists and senior officer single-careerists for 
the dependent variable career intent. The only statistically 
significant effect for the career satisfaction portion of the 
test was found for senior officer dual-careerists. The null 
hypothesis is therefore rejected and the alternative hypothesis 
of significant interaction effects is accepted. 
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TABLE XXIX 



ANOVA (GLM) BY HOUSEHOLD CAREER STATUS AND GRADE 
DEPENDENT VARIABLE: CAREER INTENT 





(F-STATISTIC) 




N = 1608 




R-SQUARE = .8700 




Dual-career 


Single- career 


Junior 

Officer 


2.05* 


3.38* 


Senior 

Officer 


1.17 


2.38* 


DEPENDENT 


VARIABLE : CAREER 


SATISFACTION 




(F-STATISTIC) 




N = 1608 




R-SQUARE = .8700 




Dual-career 


Single- career 


Junior 

Officer 


1.66 


1.22 


Senior 


2.80 


1.62 


*Significant 


at the .05 level 
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TABLE XXX 



DEVIATIONS FROM THE GRAND MEAN IN HYPOTHESIS TEST 3 



N = 1608 
Dep Var 
Career Intent 



GRAND MEAN = 


2.41 


R-SQUARE = . 8700 


Indep Var 


Mean 


Deviations 


Dual-career 
Junior Officer 


2.278 


( .132) 


Dual-career 
Senior Officer 


2.20 7 


( .203) 


Single- career 
Junior Officer 


2.015 


(.395) 


Single- career 
Senior Officer 


3.140 


-(.730) 



N = 1608 
Dep Var 
Career 

Satisfaction 



GRAND MEAN 

Indep Var 

Dual-career 
Junior Officer 

Dual-career 
Senior Officer 

Single- career 
Junior Officer 

Sing le- career 
Senior Officer 



5.390 R-SQUARE = .8700 
Mean Deviations 

5.479 -(.089) 

5.529 -(.139) 

5.095 (.295) 

5.495 -(.069) 
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The R-Square in both cases was .8700, indicating 
that this combination of independent variables account for 
87 percent of the variance in the dependent variable. 

4 . HYPOTHESIS TEST 4 - Type Duty 

The degree to which the sharing of family responsi- 
bilities takes place in dual-career families has a great 
bearing on the success that relationship will enjoy. 
Obviously, the presence of both partners is necessary for 
that sharing to occur. An obstacle confronted by the surface 
warfare dual-career family is frequent and prolonged absences 
of the service member. As a result, the basis for testing 
hypothesis 4 rests with the type of duty to which the service 
member is assigned (i.e. shore-duty or sea-duty) . 

The null hypothesis is that there are no interaction 
effects for any of the independent variables. 

The ANOVA (GLM) procedure was used to derive an 
F-statistic for each effect. 

Table XXXI displays the results for this test. 

Table XXXII illustrates the differences from the 
grand mean for each interaction effect. 

As the table illustrates, the null hypothesis of no 
interaction effect cannot be rejected in all but two cases: 

(1) Shore duty single-careerists for the dependent 
variable career intent. 

(2) Sea duty dual-careerists for the dependent variable 
career satisfaction. 
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TABLE XXXI 



ANOVA 


(GLM) BY HOUSEHOLD CAREER STATUS AND TYPE DUTY 
DEPENDENT VARIABLE: CAREER INTENT 


N = 1608 


(F-STATISTIC) 


R-SQUARE = .7416 




Dual-career 


Single- career 


Sea-duty 


.690 


1.02 


Shore-duty 


.730 


3.30* * 



DEPENDENT VARIABLE; CAREER SATISFACTION 

( F-STATISTIC ) 

N = 1608 R-SQUARE = .7545 

Dual-career Single-career 

Sea-duty 2.55* .980 

Shore-duty 1.53 1.17 

*Signif leant at the .05 level. 
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TABLE XXXII 



DEVIATIONS 
N = 1608 

Dep Var 
Career Intent 



N = 1608 
Dep Var 
Career 

Satisfaction 



FROM THE GRAND MEAN IN HYPOTHESIS TEST 4 
GRAND MEAN = 2.370 R-SQUARE = .7416 



Indep Var 


Mean 


Deviations 


Dual-career 

Sea-Duty 


2.849 


-( .47) 


Dual-career 


2.137 


( .23) 


Shore-Duty 




1 


Single- career 
Sea- Duty 


2.240 


(.13) 


Single- career 
Shore-Duty 


2.255 


( .12) 


GRAND MEAN = 5.54 


R- 


SQUARE =.7545 


Indep Var 


Mean 


Deviations 


Dual-career 

Sea-Duty 


4 .959 


(.58) 


Dual-career 

Shore-Duty 


5.75 


1 — 1 
CN 

• 


Single- career 
Sea-Duty 


5.749 


-(.20) 


Single-Career 

Shore-Duty 


5.715 


-(.18) 
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HYPOTHESIS TEST 5 - Family Decision Process 



5 . 

This hypothesis addresses the method by which families 
make decisions, but from the perspective that interaction and 
the sharing of responsibilities not only applies to domestic 
tasks, but also to career planning and execution. The null 
hypothesis states that family decision making will have no 
effect on career intent and career satisfaction in dual-career 
households • 

The ANOVA (GLM) procedure was used and the test was 
performed with an alpha = .05. 

Table XXXIII relates the findings associated with 
this test. 

Table XXXIV shows the deviations from the grand mean 
for the independent variables involved. 

The only statistically significant effects found 
occurred for the dependent variable career intent. As is 
shown, dual-career individual decision families and single- 
career individual decision families displayed statistically 
significant effects. In both cases, the mean score for 
career intent was lower than the grand mean. Therefore, the 
null hypothesis of no interaction effect as a result of 
family decision process is rejected in both of these cases. 

6 . HYPOTHESIS 6 - Family Responsibility and Family 

Pis ruption 

The raising of children, and frequent household moves 
pressure any family regardless of household career status. 

The test, in terms of the null hypothesis, is no interaction 
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effects as a result of family responsbili ty and family 
disruption . 

The presence of children in a household, are assumed 
to place a burden on the life-style of a dual-career house- 
hold. The two-career couple must not only adjust their 
individual schedules to allow for the sharing of responsi- 
bilities, but they are also not able to spend as much time 
together as a family. If an officer husband is deployed or 
absent from the home the problem is worse. 

The Navy requires that officers rotate every 18-36 
months. Often this involves geographic relocations. The 
dual-career family is affected on at least two fronts: 

(1) Complications in spouse employment. 

(2) Disruptions in schooling in cases if they have 
school-age children. 

The inability of one spouse to transfer a career, 
coupled with avoidance of interrupted schooling can result 
in an officer becoming a "geographic bachelor" . This volun- 
tary separation places strains on the dual-career family, 
especially in sharing family responsibilities. 

The test was conducted at a .05 level of significance. 
Table XXXV displays the resulting F-statistics for the 
process variables. 

The deviations from the grand mean for each interaction 
effect are summarized in Table XXXVI. 
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TABLE XXXIII 



ANOVA (GLM) BY HOUSEHOLD CAREER STATUS AND FAMILY DECISION 

PROCESS 



N = 1608 


DEPENDENT VARIABLE: CAREER INTENT 

(F-STATISTIC) 

R-SQUARE = .887 

Dual career Single-career 


Fami ly 


1.23 .900 


Decision 





Individual 2.46* 3.19* 

Decision 



N = 1608 


DEPENDENT VARIABLE: CAREER SATISFACTION 

(F-STATISTIC) 

R-SQUARE = .6919 

Dual career Single-career 


Fami ly 


.320 1.74 


Decision 





Individual .710 .860 

Decision 

*Significant at .05 level. 
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TABLE XXXIV 



DEVIATIONS 
N = 1608 

Dep Var 
Career Intent 



N = 160 8 

Dep Var 

Career 

Satisfaction 



FROM THE GRAND MEAN IN 
GRAND MEAN = 3.342 

Indep Var 

Dual-career 
Family Decision 

Dual-Career 
Individual Decision 

Single- career 
Family Decision 

Single-career 

GRAND MEAN = 5.035 

Indep Var 

Dual-career 
Family Decision 

Dual-career 
Individual Decision 

Single-career 
Individual Decision 



HYPOTHESIS TEST 5 

R-SQUARE = .8870 

Mean Deviations 

3.472 -(.13) 

3.509 -(.17) 

2.877 (.47) 

3.509 -(.04) 

R-SQUARE = .6919 

Mean Deviations 

5.042 -(.007) 

5.033 (.002) 

5.032 (.003) 
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TABLE XXXV 



ANOVA (GLM) BY HOUSEHOLD CAREER STATUS, 

FAMILY RESPONSIBILITY AND FAMILY DISRUPTIONS (F-STAT) 

Dependent Variable: Career Intent 

N = 1923 R-SQUARE = .7369 





Dual-career Single-career 


Fami ly 

Responsibility 


.61 1.62 


No Family 
Res pons ib i li ty 


.21 1.22 


Fami ly 
Disruptions 


1.32 1.62 


No Family 
Disruptions 


1.71 2.38 



Dependent Variable: Career Satisfaction 

N = 1923 R-SQUARE = .7252 





Dual-career Single-career 


Fami ly 

Responsibility 


1.14 1.57 


No Family 
Responsibility 


1.21 .67 


Fami ly 
Disruptions 


.72 3.33 


No Family 
Disruptions 


1.25 1.10 


*Significant at 


.05 level. 
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TABLE XXXVI 



DEVIATIONS FROM TEH GRAND MEAN IN HYPOTHESIS TEST 6 



N = 1589 GRAND MEAN = 2.295 R-SQUARE = .7369 



Dep Var 


Indep Var 


Mean 


Deviations 


Career Intent 


Dual-career 
Family Resp 


2 . 176 


(.12) 




Dual-career 
No Family Resp 


2.223 


( .07) 




Dual-career 
Family Disrup 


2.234 


( .06) 




Dual-career 
No Family Disrup 


2.458 


-( .16) 




Single- career 
Family Resp 


2.674 


-(.38) 




Single- career 
No Family Resp 


2.235 


(.06) 




Single- career 
Family Disrup 


2.235 


(.06) 




Single- career 
No Family Disrup 


2.131 


(.16) 


N = 1589 


GRAND MEAN = 5.162 


R- 


•SQUARE = .5 715 


Dep Var 


Indep Var 


Mean 


Deviations 


Career 

Satisfaction 


Dual-career 
Family Resp 


4.792 


( .37) 




Dual-career 
No Family Resp 


4.985 


(.18) 




Dual-career 
Family Disrup 


4.783 


(.38) 




Dual-career 
No Family Disrup 


4.986 


(.18) 




Single- career 
Family Resp 


5.411 


-(.25) 




Single- career 
No Family Resp 


5.421 


-(.26) 




Single- career 
Family Disrup 


5.573 


-(.41) 




Single- career 
No Family Disrup 


5.39 4 


-(.23) 
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V. ANALYSIS 



The results for career intent and career satisfaction 
follow an interesting pattern. The findings show both 
measures are influenced by the interaction of household 
career status, family decision process, grade and type duty. 

A. CAREER INTENT 

It is interesting to note that household career status, 
in and of itself, does not emerge as a significant variable 
in the study. However, this conclusion is tempered by the 
nature of the question involved. It requires that the 
respondent make some definite judgement about future events. 
The tendency when answering this type of question is to 
hedge or, at least psychologically, not burn any bridges. 

When combined with grade and family decision process, 
household career status contributes substantially in 
explaining variations in career intent. 

With respect to grade, a statistically significant 
effect was found for junior officer (0-1 to 0-3) dual-career 
households. Junior officers in two-career situations have 
not had the experience in dealing with many of the problems 
confronted when both husband and wife work. Consequently, 
they score lower with regard to career intent. This lack of 
experience can lead to frustration. Early career couples 
are noted for not possessing problem solving skills and 
being ill-prepared to cope with the dual-career lifestyle. 
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A surprise in the data involves the statistically 
significant effect found for single-career senior officers. 
Logic dictates that their scores on career intent should be 
the highest. However, a mean of 3.140 is well below the 
means of the other groups . The reason for this apparent 
anomaly is unclear. Further research to pinpoint the causes 
would prove interesting. 

The greatest influence on surface warfare officer career 
intent occurred with the introduction of the family decision 
process. A statistically significant difference in mean 
career intent was found between family decision process 
groups and individual decision process groups, with the 
families employing a joint decision process scoring higher. 

The reasons for this difference can be explained on a 
number of different levels. 

The setting of compatible goals, and the decisions 
implemented in pursuit of those goals have as underpinnings 
frequent and sustained interaction on the part of the indi- 
viduals involved. This interaction encompasses career 
planning, family planning and assignment selection. 

In a household were an effective family decision process 
is used both parties concerned have a clearer picture of how 
individual goals and aspirations relate to the family. 

Furthermore, family interaction and joint career planning 
allow for long-term career decisions, such as remaining on 
active duty until retirement, to be made earlier. 
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In addition, employing a family decision process results 
in a better understanding of the hardships and prolonged 
separations inherent in a career in the surface navy. Once 
illuminated, these adversities can be better dealt with. 

The importance of a joint decision process was further 
underscored when applied across household career status. In 
this case, statistically significant effects were found for 
dual-career individual decision families. In this instance, 
deviations from the grand mean indicate that the absence of 
a joint decision process negatively influences career intent. 

A family decision process helps dual-career couples to 
balance their respective careers, allocate household duties 
and solve problems in a systematic and effective manner. 

When it is not used, problems can quickly turn into dilemmas 
that may be solved by resigning commissions. 

From the Navy's point of view, educating spouses about 
the requirements of a naval career could enhance the family 
decision process. Advertising and promoting spouse attendance 
at detailer briefs and career oriented newsletters sent to the 
home are two means by which this effort could be implemented. 

In any case, the active participation of the spouse in 
career and assignment decisions, not to mention the inter- 
action that is necessary to coordinate the maintenance of a 
household, undoubtedly influences the career decisions of 
officers in dual-career situations. 
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B. CAREER SATISFACTION 



When career satisfaction was tested across household 
career status the result was a difference in means that was 
statistically significant. Specifically, dual-career house- 
holds display a lower degree of career satisfaction than 
their single-career counterparts. The dual-careerists tend 
to indicate that they are neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 
with their careers, while single-careerists display moderate 
levels of career satisfaction. 

Dual-careerists tend to be highly motivated, self- 
sufficient and inner directed and this may help to explain 
why officers in dual-career environments are not as satisfied 
with their careers. 

The perceived and the real differences in earning power 
between the surface warfare officer and his civilian spouse 
is an issue. As was highlighted in the literature review 
section, the wife in dual-career households tends to come 
from a higher social and economic class than her husband. 
Regardless of the level of maturity of both parties, compe- 
tition surrounding career success and pay may be present. 
Because a military officer cannot influence his earnings as 
quickly by performing well (i.e. no bonuses or accelerated 
promotions) as can his private sector wife, he may be frus- 
trated with his career pace. 

Finally, the prolonged absences and long deployments 
that must be endured by the surface warfare officer take 
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away from the time he has to spend with his family. In any 
family situation this is important, but it is more so in the 
dual-career household. 

The results further indicate that grade, when coupled 
with household career status, plays a role in explaining 
differences in career satisfaction. A statistically signifi- 
cant interaction effect was found for senior officer dual- 
careerists . The finding supports the hypothesis that senior 
officers in dual-career situations display higher levels of 
career satisfaction than junior officers. 

As was the case with career intent, familiarity with the 
dual-career lifestyle contributes to this finding. Hall and 
Hall (1978), in describing the characteristics of mid-career 
couples, cited defined career and family priorities and im- 
proved ability to plan and cope as important characteristics. 
[Ref . 3 : p . 39 ] . 

Furthermore, both an officer and a civilian spouse have 
begun to undertake more challenging and rewarding positions 
within the organization. For the male officer, this stage in 
his career more than likely finds him as either a commanding 
officer or an executive officer, both highly influential and 
rewarding positions. His wife can also expect to be 
approaching the pinnacle of her career at this point. This 
heightened realization of success, along with the economic 
security it brings, contribute to increased feelings of 
career and occupational satisfaction. 
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The alternative hypothesis of statistically significant 
interaction effects was supported in the case of the dual- 
career sea duty group. 

Because of the long separations inherent with sea duty, 
officers assigned to such billets are not able to share 
responsibilities in a dual-career household. The significant 
stresses and strains already experienced in a dual-career 
household may be magnified when the officer is assigned to 
sea duty. Duty aboard ship requires very long hours, frequent 
separations and extended overseas deployments. 

This result may be viewed with a certain amount of 
caution. Frustration with being separated from family 
coupled with the often mundane routine of life at sea, can 
result in downwardly biased responses to the career satis- 
faction portion of the questionnaire. 

Of particular interest is the absence of statistically 
significant effects for family decision process. This finding 
is surprising, especially in light of the importance of joint 
decision making with regard to career intent. The same 
concerns that influence career intent, things such as joint 
career and family planning and assignment selection, should 
also impact career satisfaction. As a result, family decision 
process should emerge as important. 

One explanation for the lack of statistically signifi- 
cant effects is that career satisfaction may be based on 
more recent experiences that are more closely related to the 
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workplace. The responses obtained for career satisfaction 
may represent crystallizations of events and experiences 
that occurred 6 to 12 months prior to the survey. More 
research is needed to clarify the underlying relationship. 
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VI. CONCLUSIONS 



A. OVERVIEW 

Of the six hypothesis that were tested, five produced 
results that are of some value in assessing and explaining 
behavior in dual-career households. 

The study showed that officer career intent and career 
satisfaction are not dependent on household career status 
alone, but rather, are influenced by a number of factors 
working in concert, including grade, type duty, and family 
decision process. 

Dual-career couples scored higher than expected on 
career intent (see hypothesis 1 results) . Two-career 
families have been able to adjust to the demands of their 
lifestyle. This is not to suggest that the growing trend 
towards dual-career lifestyles in the military does not 
merit further study. 

Another finding of interest is that career intent and 
career satisfaction rise 26 percent and 22 percent respec- 
tively when family decision process is considered. Table 
XXXVII illustrate the point. 

This finding is consistent with previous research where 
a recurring theme is cooperation, understanding and joint 
decision making in a successful dual-career family. 
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Finally, type duty and grade followed the pattern 
hypothesized. It seems as though a settling process occurs 
as an officer transitions into the senior officer category. 
Senior officers scored higher on both career intent and 
career satisfaction than their junior officer counterparts. 
Their added experience in dealing with the problems of a 
dual-career lifestyle is a factor contributing to this 
finding . 



TABLE XXXVII 

DIFFERENCES IN CAREER INTENT AND CAREER SATISFACTION 
WHEN FAMILY DECISION PROCESS ACCOUNTED FOR 

Dep Var Indep Var Mean % Change 

Career Intent Dual-career 3.132 

+ (26) 

Dual-career 2.134 

Family Decision 



Career Satisfaction Dual-career 4.199 

+ ( 22 ) 

Dual-career 

Family Decision 5.380 



B, POLICY SUGGESTIONS 

1 . Sea Tour Lengths and Split Tours 

This study links career intent and career satisfac- 
tion in dual-career households to type duty. Sea-duty 
exerted negative influences in each case. 

Currently, initial sea assignments are about 36 
months in length. This period is designed to provide the 
prospective SWO with the time to complete his Personal 
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Qualification Standards (PQS) and earn lllX designation. 
Furthermore, it enables him to hone nis talents as both a 
mariner and a Naval Officer. 

Where a dual-career situation is identified, a 
guaranteed shore assignment at the same homeport (or area of 
spouse location) could be offered if the officer completes 
his qualification requirements in no more than 30 months. 

In return, the officer would agree to attend the Department 
Head Course and serve as a Department Head afloat. 

Upon graduation from Department Head School, officers 
are required to serve two 18-month split tours (except in the 
case of new construction assignments where one 30 month tour 
is required) . Officers in dual-career situations could be 
offered assignments in the same homeport whenever possible. 

While the need for officers at sea is indeed a critical 
one, these measures would serve to alleviate at least some of 
the burdens associated with transfers and sea-duty. 

2 . Command Understanding and Involvement 

Perhaps the key element in a working dual-career 
retention program rests, as most things in the Navy do, at 
the Commanding Officer level. His ability to change percep- 
tions is profound. The availability of command resources and 
Commanding Officer awareness about dual-career households can 
contribute to easing the burdens of the dual-career family. 

A dual-career awareness workshop could be initiated 
as part of the CO/XO pipeline. Furthermore, this issue could 
be touched at levels as low as Department Head School. 
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While difficult to measure, this enhanced under- 
standing may well contribute favorably to SWO retention in 
dual-career environments. In addition, this grass-roots 
appreciation of the issues would help to overcome the 
persistent traditionalist viewpoints. 

3 . Family Services 

Child care facilities could include 24-hour service. 
These centers should be located at all major fleet installa- 
tions. The cost of running the centers would be borne partly 
by the users with the balance budgeted by the Navy. 

Dual-career information centers could also be estab- 
lished. These centers would provide job information at key 
locations, referral services, and relocation assistance. A 
counseling service and a babysitter/housekeeper hot-line 
could also be offered. 

C. SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH 

Navy Personnel Research and Development Center will ini- 
tiate a follow-up Surface Warfare Officer career questionnaire 
in the fall of 1985. The same issues addressed in this and 
earlier studies [Refs. 2, 5] (Suter, 1979, and Strifler, 1982) 
will again be relevant. Furthermore, an assessment of the 
scope of the problem in terms of a trend should also be 
investigated. \ 

Investigation as to why family responsibility and family 
disruptions do not exert more of a negative influence on 
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dual-career Surface Warfare Officer career intent and career 
satisfaction may prove helpful. 

Studies are needed on the impact of current economic 
changes on family work-roles and their implications for the 
military. Increased participation by women in defense related 
activities is one issue that falls within this category. 

An interesting and relatively untouched field of study 
is a review of the impact of microcomputer technology on 
family-work patterns. Preliminary studies have suggested 
that this new technology may expand the possibilities for 
women to join the workforce, while at the same time, partici- 
pate in the more traditional roles of homemaker and mother. 

The growing industry of "home-work" is one example of this 
new technology changing the work patterns of American society. 
It has the possibility that some professional/technical occupa- 
tions will become location-independent. 

D. INTO THE FUTURE; THE NEXT GENERATION 

Families continuously change, but they change in the 
manner of the moral rather than the technical order [Ref. 22: 
p. 229] . 

What implications do changes in gender-role conception, 
in the role of children, in the linkages between families 
and their social environments, and in the conception of the 
family itself have for the Navy in the coming century? 

Perhaps the key to answering the question lies in under- 
standing the perception that different family structures are 
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personal/social options rather than products of fate, 
inheritance or divine decree [Ref. 23: p. 241]. 

If the perceptions, values and gender- role definitions 
of the children in dual-career families are being influenced 
by their upbringing and environment, this new outlook could 
have a major impact on manning the All-Volunteer Force. 

E . FINAL COMMENTS 

This study partly rejects the idea that the dual-career 
family trend in the Navy is a major problem. However, it 
did uncover some relationships that may prove beneficial in 
the formulation of future policy. 

The scope of the problem, and the extent of the effect 
of dual-career situations , is largely dependent on how a 
dual-career family is defined. This work employed a more 
stringent definition than most of the studies cited. Con- 
sequently, it understates the phenomenon. 

The business of taking ships to sea is no longer solely 
a matter of good seamanship and judgement. Understanding 
the social phenomenon of the dual-career trend and its effect 
on sea-going officers will be a prerequisite to readiness. 

If not in the 1980 's, then in the early 1990 's. 



76 



APPENDIX 



NPRDC SURFACE WARFARE OFFICER QUESTIONNAIRE 

DEPAHTMENT Of THE NAVY 

NAVY PWSOHNeU RESEARCH ANO OEVELOPWENT CENTER 
S*M Ol€GO. CUJFOf^MA 92 1 52 

003:PMS:b*« 

5230 
S«r 594 

27 Au^utfc 1981 

From: Conmndlag Officer 



Subj: Officer Career Eeeeerch 

Ref: (a) ”?er9x>ectivc .** July/AugueC 1981 

End: (1) Officer Career Queaciotinaira 

1. Reference (a) diecuesed reeearch which hae been iniciaced co decemine 
feccora In che Mevy's career meneggnent syscea Chat affect officer career 
deciaion-oaking and action. Thia Center la conducting the research which 
haa at its core, a questionnaire Intended to survey a p pro ri . ni ataly 3,000 
Surface Warfare Officers over a period of tiae. You have been selected at 
randoa to receive enclosure (1) and your participation in thia survey is 
coQtoIetely voluntary. Your input nay eventually have an isportant effect 
upon issues related to officer career developiaent. This research haa been 
authorized by higher authority and results will be provided to the Surface 
Officer Olatrlbucion Division In HMFC'-4 and to OP- 13. Individuals, units 
or specific organizetlonj will not be identifiable in reports, briefings 
or diacusalona since results of the survey will be in a statistical or 
combined form. However, we need your game and S5^ lultially becatiae we 
intend to contact you sometlSM in the future to find out what haa happened 
to your career in the interim. 

2. Please review the enclosed questionnaire. It is rather lengthy, but 
officers who aaaiated us In revising an earlier versioa felt that it con- 
tained eaaential areas of concern to surface warfare officers. A blgn 
degree of thoroughness was felt co be oecesaary in order co pursue each 
topic completely. You are Invited to add any cosmencs which serve to 
amplify your feelings and opinions. 

3. Thank, you in advance for your participation. Please mark your answers 
on the questionnaire itself and return it to the Havy Personnel Research 
and DeveloTTmenc Center by using Che return envelope provided. Results of 
this questionnaire will be publisned periodically in the officer news letter, 
' ^Perspective .** If you snould have my questions regarding ths questionnaire, 
please call Dr. Robert :^orrlsoo at (714) 2Z5-2191 or AUTOVOM 933-2191. Report 
symbol OFHAV 3330-1 has been assigned 
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1. HAMS: 



2. SSH; 



Fix sc Mol. Last 

SUSyACS WASFASS omCSS CASSSa QUSSTIOMHAIRS 



Frlvmcy Act Hoclca 

Uadar tha authority of 5 tJSC 301, inf ocaatlon ragardlng ^oor background, 
attitudaa, azparicncaa, and future Intent Iona In tha Havy Is requastad to 
nrovlda Input to a sarias of studlaa on officer career processes and retention. 
Thm information provided by you will ant become part of your official record, 
Qor will it be used to aaka dacxslona about you which will affect your career 
in any uay. It will be used by the Havy Personnel Haaearch and Development 
Center for scatlatical purposes only, Tou are not required to provide this 
inf ortaation. There will be no adverse consequences should you elect not to 
provide the raqueatad information or any part of it. Ratum of the quest ion« 
oaire constitutes acknowledgment of chase Privacy Act provisions. 



I. Background Inioraatlon 



3. 

5. 



6 . 



7. 



3. 



Grade : 0-» 



4. Designator: 



Marital Statue: ( )1. Haver Married ( )2« Married - Tear 

( ) 3. yidow<ar) • Tear j ( ) 4. Hemarried Tear ___ 

( ) 5. Divorced - Tear ♦ and ( ) ^« Remarried - Tear 

Children living with you: Humber Aga(s) 

Precomlsslonlng Class Ranks: 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

Don’t Bottom Hezt Mid Hext Top 
Know 2CZ ZOZ ZCZ ZOZ 202 

a. Academic (Uadargraduace) ( )( ) ( )()()() 

b. Military (OCS, OSNA, ecc.)( ) ( ) ( )()()() 

Were you a SVOS Basic Olstlngulshed Graduate^ 

( ) 0. Did not attend SUOS ( ) 1. Tes ( ) 2. Ho 

IX. PROFESSIONAL QaALIFtCATIONS 



1. When were you awarded tha LllX deaignacor? ^ ^ 

Monca Tear 

2. Vhac additional qualifications have you obtained (check all that apply)? 



( 


) 


a. Olvlsloa Officer 


( 


) f. Svaluator/TAO 


( 


) 


b. Departmenf Head 


( 


) g. XO Afloat (LCDR 4 above) 


( 


) 


c. OOD 


( 


) h. Qual. -Surface Ship Command 


( 


) 


d. BOOM 


C 


) 1. Surface Nuclear PcTwer 


( 


) 


e. Weapons Control 


( 


) 1. Ocher 
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3. ?!««•• coHplaCa thm follotrlAS tAbla by prtrvldln« thm IndicACad laforaAClon 

frra All of Ch« fitnoAo roporco you r«calT*d during your pr«s«nt cour and 
tbm cour procadlxig it. If you aro anrouca co a aav aaaignMoC, uaa your 
laac cvo cours« scarcing vich your aoat raca&c 7IT5Z?. Includa dacaa of 
ficnaaa raporta chac axa hoc arallabla axxd vrlta In cha word '*ialaaliig . 
?1mm glrrla ■.rmr rioalglon on the .nrf r»nlfln»i.. Tb« 

first chraa llnaa ara f Iliad in aa cxaxpiaa* Qaic Infoniacion vnich la 
HOC ralaraanc or aTailabla« 



Dace 



Sraluaclon and Suaaary (blocka 31 & 52) 



EARLT PROMOTION 



Block 

(13) 


31 

u 

2 

a 

it 

VI 




TTPICAIiT 

ETFECnVE 


B0T33M 


(block 62) 
HECMD 


(block 66) 
HANENG 


(block 63 
NUM RECM 


i: Isi 


101 


30t 


502 1 502 


1302 HUtC UNSAT 


cs/ai 1 1 1 


(?> 


1 


1 1 


I 


I 


TES 


1 2 of 2 


11/80 


nn 


\ 1 


P) 


I 1 




1 1 1 


1 no 


! of 


11/79 1 2 


MISSING 




i 




1 1 1 




1 of 


i 1 








i 1 


1 


of 


! 1 


i 




1 


t 


i of 


i 1 








i 


1 I of 


1 i 




i 


1 




! 


i i 






1 ^ 


i of 


1 i 1 


i 


II 1 1 of 


' i i ^ ^ 1 


L _ 1 ! i ^ of 



1-Sea; 2-Shore 



III. PRESENT ASSIGNMENT Z2PEEIZNCZ 



I la chl3 section (pages 2 and 3) inforaatloa la souahc about tout oreaent tour 
of duty. If you are enrouta co a new duty station, refer to your ^st tour to 
answer the Iteaa. The Last 3 aoncha shotxld be your frame of reference when a 
specific cizBa period Is required 



L. !ty present tour la: ( ) I. Sea ( ) 2. Shore 

2. PRD / 

Month Tear 

3. Ship Type/Activlty (e.g., AOH, DD, NTC, MAVSTA) : 

■4. Home ?o rt / Loca c Ion : 
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5 . If voar d\ity Ls a cour, bow aaay aonch« have b«ca sp«nc In shlpyarxl 

overhaul, tnciudlxi^ noti-ho«ie port upkeep? a onchCa) 

6 « Have 70 U been (or will you be) extended in Chla Cour beyond your initial 
PRD? ( )I«No ( )2o Tee — how long? (taoncha) 

( ) 3, Don't know 

7. If you anewered TtS to queatloo 6 , what wea/la Che reason (choose best 
response) ? 

( ) I« Coaplete ?<)S/attaln SVO designator 

( ) 2. Awaiting reiiai 

( ) 3. Awaiting opportunity to enter school 

( ) 4. Short clae reulnlng In Savy 

( ) 5 . No reason given 

( ) 6 . Othe r 

3, Vhat is your evaluation of the following aspects of your present Job and related 
duties (Respond using Che following scale. 0«lt if not applicable)? 



1 2 3 4 5 

'/cry Neutral 

Neg^ti’^e 



Very 

Positive 



a. Challenge 

b. Seoaration from faaily/ 
frxends 

c. Use of skills 4 abilities 

d. Uorkiag eavlronxienc 
Hours of work required 

f. X'ork pressure 

g. Xnterescing duties 

h. Ability Co plan 4 
schedula accivicies 



t. Adventure 

J . Opportunity to complete ?QS 

^ke Sense of accofaplis^Bent 

_^1. Opportunity to grow professionally 

Doing something laportant 

Balationahipa in werdroom 

o. Ralaclonahip with CO or reporting 
senior 



9. Approxizaacely how long (in months) did it taka you to **fit In" with your — 

a . Coranand/activicy ( ) still don't 

b. Local coossunicy ( ) still don't 

10. Overall, how do you evaluaca chls tour in terms of (oaic if aoc applicable)- 





(1) 

Highly 


(2) 




(3) 


(4) 


(5) 

Highly 




Unfavorable 


Unfavorable 


Neucrai 


Favorable 


FavorabJ 


a. Ship/ CoTTinand 


( 


) 


( 


) 


( 


) 


( 


) 


( ) 


b. Type duties 


( 


) 


( 


) 


( 


) 


( 


) 


C ) 


c. Wardroom/ peers 


( 


) 


( 


) 


( 


) 


( 


) 


( ) 


d. Superiors 


( 


) -* 


( 


) 


( 


) 


( 


) 


( ) 


e. Lamcdlace 

Subordiaaces 


( 


) 


( 


) . 


( 


) 


( 


) 


( ) 
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IV. ASSIGOOST rSDGSZ 



1. Tor your womt rmconr oxpmxlmacm vltti « cosplacad PCS chang* *, hov mMny days 
ralaclT* to yoor ?BD did you racalra (ooc appllj&abla *0)7 

a. Iniaraai ootlflg^tljo o d ays prior to PRD, or 

d ays aftar PSD 

b. Toraal ootliioatlon (ordara) : d ays prior to PRD, or 



d ays after PSD 

2. Vhan did you dacach fro« your last aaalgnaanc (uaa tzuabars such aa 10-79; 
0-0 aquala no raasaigmaac) 7 / ______ 

itonzh laar 



3. Vaa tha ncv aaa1 ipranc saa or shora ducyT 

( ) 0. Haver raaaalgnad ( ) I. SRA < ) 2. SHOES 

4. Did tha raasalgnaanc lovolva a change In geographic location? 

( ) 0. Mever raaaaigned ( ) 1. TRS ( ) 2. HO 

5. How saclafactory tha aaount of noclficacion tlae you received for- 

bore than Juac abouc Cue it Totally 
H/A enough right too cloae unsat 

a. loioraal notlficatioa ()() () () () 

b. Formal notification ()() () () () 

6. If you answered queatlon 5. with "cut It too close" or "totally unsatisfactory," 
were there special circuiaataoces that aay have affected tha timing of your 
notification (choose beat raaponse) 7 

( ) 1. Ho 

( ) 2. Yea-»and it was justifiable. 

( ) 3. Yes^and it wasn't juaclfiabla. 

7. Prior to your aoac recent transfer, bow aany days of lead tiaa did you have to 
sakca travel arrangcaancs and houaehold effects shipment? 

D ays ( ) Hever transfarrod or not appiicabla. 

3. How many ooncha prior to your PHD to your current aaalgnaent did you submit a new 
prefer^ce card (none subnltced -0)7 ^ fancha 

( ) Don't reatcraber. 

• 

9. If you did not submit one, why not (check beat choice)? 

( ) 1. It doesn't do any good. 

( ) 2. I talked to ny decailer by phone to discuss my desires and the available 

options. 

( ) 3. I didn't need to submit a new one, the old one was O.K. 

( ) 4. I got ay new assigniaent before I could submit one. 

( ) 5. Other 



81 



10« Whaa I cavpl«tftd ay aoaC recent preierence card, I (check the heat choice) : 
( ) 0. Did not coapIaCe one. 

) 1. Put dovo cholcee I persooally wanted ragardleaa of hov they algbt 



affect ay Hevy career. 

) 2. Put dow prlaarily vhat I wanted but taeperad than a little with 
what I thought would help ay Havy career. 

) 3. Put down cholcaa which I wanted, and t felt the Havy would want ae 

to have, because Havy requireaeata and sy later eats are alike. 

) 4. Put down choices which I thought would help ay Havy career ^t 

teepered with ay personal deeiree. 



( ) S. Put do%fQ cholcee which X thought would help ay Havy career even 

though they weren't personally desirable. 



H. How did you rank the follovlng in laportance on your last preference card (rank 
Che highest ae a 1. List zeroes if none subaicted or out of dace or not 
transferred) : 

a. Location ^b. Type BlXlet c. Type Activity 

12. Assess the acceptability of your current aeslgnaent in coetparison with what was 
expressed on your preference card using the scale below: 

0 - Preference card not sent/out of data or never transferred. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Very ?oor Neutral Very 

Good 

a. Location b. Type Billet c . Type Activity 

13. Which one of the following stataaents best describes your experience in obtaining 
your current assignment? 

( ) Oo Haven't been through reaseigxzaent . 

( ) 1. Tended to run smoothly— «y decaller located an acceptable billet 

relatively quickly. 

( ) 2. Tended to run sxsoothly but there vea a certain aaoxmt of uncertainty 

and discussion with ay dataller along the way. 

( ) 3. Tended to be a very difficult, unhappy experience. However, X 

eventually received a satisfactory or acceptable aaalgiuaent. 

( ) 4. Tended to be a frustrating, anxiety-producing experience. Only 

through Che tneervention of senior officers or extreme efforts on 
ay pert did I ultimately receive a satisfactory or acceptable 
aaslgiuaent . 

( ) 5. Tended to be a comoietely hopeless situation. No amount of effort on 

ay part or by others wea successful in influencing the syscem. 

14. About how often did you interact with your dataller during your aost recent 
assignment? Provide your best estimate. 

a. About times within a year of PRD. 

b. About times a year otherwise. 

( ) c. Haven't been through reassignment. 
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15. 



VbAC ymm cb« purpoM of zhmmm inCAraccloQa (chiBck anm or ooro) 7 



( ) a« !loc appilcabla ( 

( ) b. to kMp lA touch 

( ) c* TO dacarmlM poc^clal ^ 

op«nliig« 

( ) d. To I«Azn aoro about roc At ^ 

Cranda axxd policlaa 

( ) a. To soak caraar adTlca 



) f« To dacarmlna acatua of 
raquaaca, latcara, ate. 

) g. TO obtain an A«w>ar to a 
apaclflc qoaatlOQ 

) h. Othar 



15. Hov Dany tlaaa did you uaa tba following uaya of Interacting with your 

dataller during your soat racAt covplata tAr« Including tha rAaaignaAt 
procAa Q.Ava blank if not r Aaaignad) ? How effAtiva do you feal each 
la aa a Mthod ( Aawar all ota if not rAaalgnad) 7 

gf f ectlvAaea 

Nuadiar of (1) Vary (Z) (3) (4) (5) Vary 

Tlaaa Head Ineffective Ineffective So-So Effective Effective 



a. PrafarAca Card 


C3 


( 


) 


( 


) 


( 


) 


( 


) 


( 


) 


b. Latter 


cn 


( 


) 


( 


) 


( 


) 


( 


) 


( 


) 


c . Telephone 


1 1 


( 


) 


( 


) 


( 


) 


( 


) 


( 


) 



17. My dataller*! daalgnator la . ( ) Don*t ^oiow. 



18. 



What la your evaluatloa of your cuitac dataller In tha following areaa (Haepond 
using tha following scale.)? 



0 1 
Don' t Very 

Know Megaclva 



3 4 5 

NAtral 



6 7 

Very 

Positive 



a. KnowladgAbla of curTAt 
policy trAda 

^b. Knowiedgubla of which 
billets are available 

^c. Knowledgeable of recmlre-' 
3Ats Ad duties of avail- 
able blllata 

_d. Knowledgeable of ay carMr 
devalopoAC aaeda 

ji. Know! edg Able of ay perAOal 
deairea 



h. KnoviedgAbla of previous 
comrminlcac Iona 

I. What (a) ha says ca be trusted 

J . Looks out for ay beet intereacs 

k. LlaCAS to ay probleaa, desires, 
needs, etc. 

l. ProvldA useful carAr counAllng 
a. Hasponda to correspond Ace 

n. Availability 



f. RecuAs telephone calls 

g. Shares Inforaacion 



19. VhA was the last tine you coimminlcaced with your currAC dataller (give AUth 
Ad vAr In dig ice such as 10-79; 0-0 equals none)? 

/ 

.‘tenth lAr 
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20 



« Hov did 7 CU prepare for jour laltlal concacc with jour dataller durlag jour 
Last ruaaignaanc (check ail that apply)? 

( ) a. No raaaaignacnt. 

( ) b. Did not prepare. 

( ) c. Raanaljzad ay preference card. 

( ) d. Subaltcad an updated preference card. 

( ) e. Sairlewed ay whole career plan. 

( ) f. Contacted others at ay present duty station for advice. 

( ) g* Dlscueaed It with ay spouae. 

( ) h. Checked Inatructlone, personnel manual and other policy(les). 

C ) 1. Checked Che URL Career Planning Guide or **?ersp«ctlve.'* 

( ) j . Other 

21. not ay detaller. Initiated Che first contact regarding ay aoet recent 
reaaalgnaent. 

( ) 0. Sever reeaelgned. ( ) 1. TZS ( ) 2. SO 

22. Have you attended a dataller field crip aeetlng In Che last Cwo years? 

( ) 1. Ho • Meeting haa never been scheduled In ay cooaMnd(s). 

( ) 2. So • I ws not available when Crip was scheduled. 

C } 3. So • I chose not to attend a scheduled aeetlng. 

( ) 4, Tcs - a ontha prior CO ay PRD. 



23, 



24, 



During ay most recent transfer, I was promised one type of duty or duty station 
location, and ic was changed In Che orders I received Just before X transferred. 



) 1. Tcs 
) 2. So 



( ) 3. Save never discussed orders with 

ay decaller. 

( ) 4* Have never been transferred. 



If you have attended a decailer field crip meeting, co what extent— ^Respond using 
Che following scale. Oalc if one not attended) 



;ioc App- 
licable 



Very 

Little 



Very 

Great 



_a. Did it provide clarification of assigniaenc policies and practices? 

_b. Did It give you an appreciation of officer career pacha and aiCemaclvea? 
_c. Did 1C resolve some aasignaent problems you had? 

_d« "^as it conaucced in an open and honest manner? 
jt. Uas it a useful and beneficial meeting? 
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25. VhAC IndiylduAlA did you u«« co lnc«rr«xi« oa your bahal f co obtain tha aaclgnsanc 
you w&cad durinf your last raaaaignMnc (chack all chat a^ly) T 

( ) a« Ho prarloua raaaalgnaAt, 

( ) b« Ho ona. 

( ) c. My CO. 

( ) d. Tha CO of cha blllac X vutad. 

( ) a. A saalor offlcar £ro« ay dlracc chain of coaaand from ay prcyloua 

aaalsoaaac. 

( ) f. A tanlor officer In cha direct chain of crrinrl of ay deeired aealgtxacnc. 

( ) g« A senior offlcar fro« ay coaaunlty but not in Cha chain of cniind of 

either aaalgxiaeQt. 

( ) h. A senior officer froa oucalda of ay crrinlty. 

( ) 1. Other 

26. Vhan you rccelyad your laat Officer Data Card (ODC) , did you verify each block? 

( ) 1. Tea, I*a sura no correctlona were required. 

( ) 2. Tee, It leaaed Co aa chat no correctlona were required, but I*a not poeitlve. 

( ) 3. Tee, correctlona were required, but I didn't followup. 

( ) ^. Tea, correcclona were required, and X sent chea Co Weahingcon. 

( ) 5. Ho, but X checked a few blocka. 

( ) 6. Ho, X gave Ic hardly a glance. 

( ) 7. Have never received an ODC. 

( ) 3. X don't know what an ODC la. 

27. 3aa your Adalnlacracive Office offered co help you co verify your laceac ODC? 

( ) 1. Tea ( ) 3. Have never received one. 

()2.Ho ()^. Sc 111 don't know whac an ODC la. 

23. On Che average with reapecc CO your laac reaeeignaenc, how aany t i ne a did you have 
CO dial your decailer'a nuaber before you were able co calk co hla (her) or another 
decaller? ( ) Did not cry to call hla. ( ) Herver rcaaalgnod. 

29. With resoecc Co your aoac recent cranafer, did your decaller inf ora you by neaaage 
that orders were being forwarded and they were not received in a Claely faahion? 

( ) 0. Hoc applicable ( ) 1. Tee ( ) 2. Ho 

30. Did you have a copy of your preference card or official correapondence (l.e., 
flcnaas report, OOD (U) qtiallf lea cion, etc.) aailad or calecopled for your 
dataller' s use? 

( } I. Tea, and ic was received. — 

( ) 2. Tea, and Ic waa lose sonewhera In Che syacea. 

( ) 3. Tea, buc X don't know vhac happened co It. 

( ) 4. Ho. 
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Jl. Ace you prcacnciy on *n overseas tour of duty? 

( ) !• !•*— *cco«pAaled ( ) 2. Ta»— uxLaccoapAnled ( ) No 

If y«s« piaaee anevar quastloa 3l.a« Otharwlaa directly to Section V. 

a. Did your tranafarriag coanand provide Claaly and accurate support for 
your overseas cranscar? 

( ) 0. ^^oc applicable ( ) 1, Tea ‘ ( ) 2. No 

( ) 3« Did not infors se of the raquireeents. 



7. DZCISION PRDC2SS 



Ic When did you begin the f oilovlag activities in regard to your Last raassignMcnt? 
(Use Che following seals to respond to itene a through g:) 



0. Not applicable 

1. Systematically throughout vy tour. 
2« >tora chan 14 aoncha before ay PHD. 
3. 11 to 14 ooncha before ay PHD. 



4. 7 to 10 aoQCha before ay PHD. 
S« 3 to 6 iBonche before ay PHD. 

6. Within 3 aoatha before ay PHD. 

7. I didn't do this. 



a. Contacting your dataller. 

b. Specifically seeicing Che advice of a senior officer. 

c. Specifically seeking the advice of peers. 

^d« Discussing possible assignments with ay spou se/ family . 

Considering choices of location. 

_f. Considering choices of types of billets. 

_g. Considering choices of types of duty. 



2. How important ues your desire for a post-Nevy career la your preference for your 
most recent reassignment? (Circle aost appropriate response) 

I 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Not Some A Primary 

Considered Consideration Factor 



3. How Imoortant. was your desire for a change In your Navy career (change in designator 
outside present commuaity; in your preference for your aost recent assignment? 
(Circle appropriate response) 

I > : 3 4 5 6 7 

Not Some A Primary 

Considered Consideration Factor 



4. Looking at a SVO career, for approximately how aany years from now do you have a 
relatively clear Idea of wnat your career path (billets, promotions, etc.) will be? 
(years) 

5. How aany acre years do you plan to remain on active duty? y ears; ( ) Don't 

have any idea. 

6. How attractive does the SWO career path appear to you (circle tha appropriate number) 

^ _ _■?_ 3 __ g 5 * 6 7 

Very 

A ttractlve 



Very 

Unattractive 



Neutral 



7. 3ov «ccrmcctT« vould IC bm co chMn^m yonx d^algsACor aad paxmiM % dlflsr cat car Mr 
pach (elrela thm approprlaca auabar) 7 

1 2 __ 3 4 5 6 7 

Vary Naucxai Vary 

Uaacrracciva l£ trace tv a 

a. Vhaa did you or vlU you aaka cha foilovlnf dacialoaaf Conaldar vban you vara 

(vlll ba) dacidlng to do naacMa^t vtiaa you vllX ba layliM anting Cba daclaloa. 
If enrouta to a aav aaaignaanc, raapond by rafarrlng to jour Last aaaigsaant. Sach 
quaaclon raqutraa tvo raaponaaa. 







Tora 


DECisioH porrr 


QUESTIOH 




DECISIOH 


Dacldad 


Present Tour 1 


1 Dec la ion 


I hava dacldad Co: 


Tea 


Mo 


Undecided 


in II 

?Tevlou« Tour !e 


decided 
m MOm 


Will decidal 
on y*0/T^ 


1 Deferred 
Till Uter 


a. Coaplata SVO PQS* 
















b. Staquaac Dape. Haad 
School. 
















c. Baquast ?G School. 
















d. :iaka cha Havy a 
career 
















e. Seek a designator 
cliange from SUO 
















f. Complete ZOCU Qual. 




i 












g. Complete Qualifica- 
tion for Command 
















h. Obtain a proven 
SuoapacialCy 




j 












i. ?jsquest Staff or War 
College 
















j . fleaain geographic- 
ally staola 
















k. Accept a trashing ton 
headqtxs staff asaiga 
















1. Prepare for a career 
outside cha Savy 
















m. BLaaain In the 'lavy 
beyond eligible 
retirement date. 




1 












o. Strive for Command 
at sea. 
















p. Strive for CAPT. 


i 




i 


i I- 


q. Strive for flag rank 


lJ_ 




1 ill 



87 



9 - 



Do you feal chaC Ch« Hary uuacs ^you to coat lima your eareaf as an activa duty 
Maval officer? CircXa baat raspooaa. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

DefliUtely Don't Daflaltaiy 

Doaa Hoc Know Does 

10. If you ware to seek civilian esploymanC, how prepared ara you to do so? 

I 2 3 4 S 6 7 

Eaaenclally Haicbar Eaaencially 

Unprepared Prepared Prepared 

nor 

Unprepared 

11. In reference to your present aaalgraaenc, evaluate the following sources of laforaatlon 
concerning how nuch you use chea and how accurate, honest, and available they are in 
yroviding you with career planning Infonaaclon and guidance* Also evaluate the aoount 
of influence each source exerts on your career dacislooa and whether the influence is 
positive or ucgaclva* Respond using Che following scale: 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Q 

Moaerate Very Not 

High Applicable 



Very 

Low 
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12 



WhAt 1 a yfiux crmluAClmi at tbm follxn#lnc tmp^czm vich zm^mTd Co « CAtAcr? 

HAApond cbA folloirlin acaIa: 



Very 

Ha^acIva 



HaucxaI 



_A. CotxClnulCy of dAtAilAra 

AAAl^jaMQtA racAlvAd 

Jl. ChAngA of blllACA AC 2*3 7 AAX 
tntarrAJ,A 

_^d. PoAAlbillCy of chAngA of gAogrmphlc 
locACloa vicb billac chAngAA 



Vary 

POAlClVA 



_A« Saa duCy 
^£, Shora duCy 

OrarsAAa aaaignmA&cj, accovpAiiied 
OreraAAA aaslgnuaaCs, unAccoapAnied 
!• ConlAAAry and axchAnga benafica 



Raapood co 1 ) 
1 

Oaf InlCaiy 
Do Hoc 



13 and 14 ualng Cbn folloving scaIa: 

3 4 5 6 



SoaavQAC 



DAt lAlcaly 
Do 



V han 70 U axA (or "should bo") coaplacing your Offlcar Prefcrenca Card, do you 
hAVA a good IdAA of avAllablA blllacj for vtilch you uould ba fully cospeclcive? 

14 , Do you faal cha blllacs you hAVA rAcaivod reflected your experlanca and peac 

parforaAnca? 



13 . Race cha following aaalgiXBanCA. ?lrsc cvaluAca than according Co chair conCrlbuCljon 
CO your Havt caraar. Then aaeaea cha daslrabilley of each aaelgnmenc. Raapond using 



Che following scale: 






1 


2 3 4 


5 


6 7 


Scrongiy 

HegaciVA 


Subscan- Hooeracely Heucral 
Clally 


^toderacely 


Suoacan- Scmngly 
Cially Posiclve 



HAvy- Career 

Concrlbuclons Dealrabllicv 

Sea 



a. Dapartaenc Head (DH) - Vaapons 


czn 


□ 


b. DH- engineering 


[m 


□ 


c. X0-T3T 


cn 


o 


d. XO-rFC 


cn 


□ 


e. Afloac Staff Ducy 


cn 


□ 


f. DH-A«phib/ Service 


cn 


0 


g • CO— 


□ 


□ 


h. CO-OD 


a 


0 


t. Flag Alda 


CZl 


cn 


Shore 

j . Shore Support Unit (QIC) 


□ 


□ 


k. Flag Alda 


0 


0 


1. SV0S-3aalc Instruccor 


0 


□ 


a, HavaI Acadeay Inacructor 


.□ 


□ 


n. JTROTC Inacructor 


□ 


□ 


0 . OCS Instruccor 


□ 


0 
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(Shora eoaclnu*d from prcvlouc pAg*) 



I 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Scrongiy Suoscan*’ ^deracaiy :i«ucral ^iD<i«raCAXy Sufiscan* Scrongiy 
Hegaclva tiaily daily Poaltlva 



Havy CarcAr 





Con trlbu cions 


Desirability 


Shore 


p. Oetailer 


cn 


□ 


q. UasKlngcon Tour 


CZl 


□ 


r. hiajor Shore Staff 


im 


CZI 


s. Recruiting 


o 


□ 


c. Training Cocmend (EolistAd) 


CZl 


Cd 


u. Havy PC School Student 


Cd 


Cd 



16 . Please indicace Che relative opportunity of obtaining each of the following 
characteristics in Che Havy versus your expectations of obtaining thea in a 
civilian career if you left the Mavy: 

CTVIilAN MAVT 

1 . Suostantlally Zo Micn 2 . 4 . 3 . o.^nicn 7 .Suoscant lally 

Better Better Better Coaparabla Better Better Better 



a. Interesting and 

challenging york ( ) 

b. .\hility to plan 

vork ( ) 

c. Work hours ( ) 

d. hinunal work stressC ) 

e. preedoa from hassle ( ) 

f. Own iaitladve ( ) 

g. Pay and allousnces ( ) 

h. Health benefits/ 

care ( ) 

t.Job security ( ) 

j. Fanily stability 

(omit if HA) ( ) 

k. Desirable place to 

Live ( ) 

l. Deslraole co-workersC ) 

a. Recognition ( ) 

fi. Responsibility ( ) 

o. Chance for spouse 
to develop own 
Incgrescs (omit, if 
HA) ( ) 



( ) ( ) ( ) 

( ) ( ) ( ) 

( ) ( ) ( ) 

( ) ( ) ( ) 

( ) ( ) ( ) 

( ) ( ) ( ) 

( ) ( ) ( ) 

( ) ( ) ( ) 

( ) ( ) ( ) 

( ) ( ) ( ) 

( ) ( ) ( ) 

( ) ( ) ( ) 

( ) ( ) ( ) 

( ) ( ) ( ) 



( ) ( ) ( ) 



( ) ( ) ( ) 

( ) ( ) ( ) 

( ) ( ) ( ) 

( ) ( ) ( ) 

( ) ( ) ( ) 

( ) ( ) ( ) 

( ) ( ) ( ) 

( ) ( ) ( ) 

( ) ( ) ( ) 

( ) ( ) ( ) 

( ) ( ) ( ) 

( ) ( ) ( ) 

( ) ( ) ( ) 

( ) ( ) ( ) 



( ) ( ) ( ) 
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Coro^abLla 



javT 



CIvnJAH 

SttbmcanclAll. 

B#ccer iMtzmr B^ct«r 



^ftica Sub«cuicl&li7 
B«et«r B«ccer Bacrar 



p. QuAllty ot 0up«rlor« ( ) ( ) 

q. BacirvMac p r of r m» ( ) ( ) 

r. Varl«C 7 of AflalgnMoca ( ) ( ) 

s. 2ducaclonal opportualtlas ( ) ( ) 

C.?To«oclonAX a^porcunltias ( ) ( ) 

u.SocLai RalAClonahlpa ( ) ( ) 



()()()() ( ) 

C )()()( ) ( ) 

C ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 

()()()() ( ) 

()()()() ( ) 

()()()() ( ) 



17. PLZJ3Z CO BA£X TO qUZSTIOIf 16 AND CISC.2 T20SZ 5 CHAlACTZaiSITCS THAT ABZ J®ST 

MOST lilPoaiAirr to too ahd gioss out “aosz 5 aAaAcrzzisTics that ahz lzast ij<poRiA2rr 

TO TOO. 



TTia following sight Ittas (13-25) cawnt zbm family* 9 impact on jour carssr. Skip to 
tbs next Mctlon if yon arm ooc currantly aarxlad. 



IS. How Is your apt^iam primarily amployad? (Cbooaa bast respooss) 



( 


)1. F>ill-tlme Vimemaker 




( 


) 7 . Consultant 


( 


)2. Secratary/clarical 




( 


)3. Bus ineas/ Finance 


( 


)3. Teacher 




( 


)9. Navy officer 


( 


)4. Nurse 




( 


)I0.:Uvy enlisted 


( 


)5. Engineer 




( 


)H.0thar ollltary 


( 


)6. Other professional 




( 


) 12. Other 


! 

Respond to items 19-21 using 


the following 


scale: 




1 


2 3 


4 


5 


6 7 


Strongly 


Uncertain 




Strongly 


disagree 






agree 



19. ^t 7 apouas's csrear Halts coaaidarably tha opclons availabla in ay career decisions. 

20. Ac the present claa, xy career la aore ii^portant to ae chan ay spouse* 3 career. 

21. I aa actively Involved in ay spouse's career. 

22. Hank order the following Iceas according to the severity of their impact on your 
oosc recent PCS aove (the aost severe * I). 

^ spouse's eaployment d . Disruptions in social relations 

b. Disruptions in family schooling e. The aovlng process itself 

t « ^^y ouc-of-pocket expenses f . >ty unavailability to help the 

family (deployed, for example) 

23. How do you think your spouse feels towards your Navy career? 

( )1. Completely Opposed ( )4. Moderately supportive 

( )2. Moderately Opposed ( )5. Completely supportive 

( )3. Neutral 
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SLaapond co Icma 24 and 25 ualng cha folloving scala: 

0 I Z 3 4 5 6 7 

Noc X defer I declda 

AppiicabXa w^naS ^ ?Ercicl-> aj^otia 

pa clan 



24 « Hov involvad uaa your 3 poua« when 70 U made declaioaa during tout last 
raasalgnacac (conpiatlng Cha Fraference Card, for ezaaple) . 

25. Hov Involved Is ^our spouea when you are making major career decisions such 
as scaying In cha Navy, choosing a second career, reclrlng, ecc. 

VT. Career ManageaenC 



I« On Che scale belov, check Che scaceaeac vhlch most accurately reflects your Idea of 
Cha conaunlty which you represeac. 

( ) I. I an a surface warfare specialise. 

( )2. I aa primarily a surfaca warfaxa speclallac and secondarily a Navy officer. 

( )3. I am an e<pial balance of both. 

( )4. I am primarily a Navy offlcar and secondarily a surfaca warfara specialise. 

( ) 5. X am a Navy offlcar. 

( ) 6 . Othar 



Using Surface Warfare as your '*couiaunlCy” , respond Co icema 2*30 using Che 
following scale: 

1 2 ^ 3 4 5 6 7 

Uncertain Strongly 

Agree 



I ScroagAy 
I Disagree 



2. My coanainlCy has sooe programs CO halp me with ay career which are dlfferenc 
from ocher Nevy cooBninlclea such as av lac Ion. 

_3. My corammlcy haa a higher rata of promotion for senior officers chan Che 
ocher Navy comounlClas . 

_4. coamnicy crlee Co cake care of its own in regards to promoclons. 

^5. Ic is almosc essential for me Co be sponsored by someone senior if I want to 
advance m Che Mevy. 

^ 6 . Officers in enn—m icles ocher chan mina get che billets which contribute most 
Co chelr Navy careers. 

^7. My cosouniCy usee an “old boy'* (informal) network Co keep cabs on officers 
for Che best aseignmenta. 

^S, Ic is imoortanc co have someone avellable with whoa X am coofortable *nA 
cruac CO discuee my career. 

My senior officers interact with me frequently. 

10. I use senior officers as role models when I make career decisions. 

LI. I have been counseled on how Che Navy's career system works for members of my 
co r—un lcy . 
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Scroafly 

OlMcrm« 



IlBccrtaitt 



SCTonflj 



JH. I b««tt cmins«lad About thu contACta to aako to hAlp furtbor 

mj Nft'ry CAraor. 

^13, I hA^ boas couttAAlAd an tba Iteay'a CAraar opportunltlaa outaida of mj 
cniMinl ty ♦ 

^14, I haira baan couaaalad oa tha **blliLd allaya" vblch might kill ay HaTf carear. 

I hava bacn couaaalad oa tha '*tlckata" vblch hava to ba puachad so chat I 

caa raach sy caraar {oaia in tha Mavy. 

^16, I bava had good counaai on tha Ha:ay's norna and valuaa for offlaara. 

I ha^a a cloaa, paraooal ralationahlp vlth a eonaidarably aora aanlor officer 

who aazTaa aa a aancor for mj caraar. 

. I hava couaaalad a aora junior officer In caraer-ralatad aacters. 

^19. Officara naad a spacial caraar counaaling syatea for thm. 

_20. 71aibllity la vary iapartant at thla stage in ay Havy career. 

21. Officers In ay calamity seka flag rank bacauaa they ( Rank order tha foUovlng 
five statenanca vlth 5 being tha oost iaportant) : 

a . are highly spacialixed d . have tha right concacca. 

^b. are not ovarspaclalixed e, punched the right tickets. 

c . are superb performers. 

23. In comparlaon vlth ocher cnfimiclea, officers In ay conunity aaka flag rank, 
(circle beet choice): 



I 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Very At the Very 

frecmencly same race Inf re^Tuencly 

'TIZ. CAHm ATTITUDES 

L. Career Incencioaa : The folloving Item concerns the intensity of 7 our desire to 
conciime your career ae a Savy officer at lease until you are eligible for 
reciraanc. Areas on the scale are deecrlbad, both verbally and In terms of 
probeblliCy, to provide meaningful reference polnta. Check tha rceoonea which 
aoac cioealy repreeanca your current Level of coDalcaaoc. 



Hov certain are you that you will continue an active Mavy career at least until 
you are eligible for retirement? 

( )1. 99.9-LOOX I aa virtually certain that I will ooc leave the Kavy 

voluntarily prior to becoming eligible for retirement. 

( )2. 90, 0-99. 3Z I am almost certain I will continue ay military career If poaalbL 

( )3. 75.0— 39. 9Z I am co nf ident that I will continue my Mevy career until I can 

retire. 



( )4 . 50.(3-74.31 I probably will remain In Havy until I aa eiiglbla for retirement 

( )5, 25.0— *9. 9Z I probably vlll not continue in the Havy until I aa eligible 

for recir ament . 



( )6. 10, 0-24. 9Z I am confident thee I will not continue my Kevy csreer xiacll I 

can retire. 

( )7. 0.2-9.9Z I am alaoat certain chat I will Leave tha Havy ae soon aa poaaibLe. 

( )8.0-0.1Z I am virtually certain that I will not voluntarily continue in the 

Havy until I am eligible for recireaent. 



:nrc„-rL"; 

rl*S ni— « .“ =“:3r . 



Scroagiy 

Olaagre* 



^lcn«r" 
Agrea oor 
Dlaagrea 



Scrongiy 

Agree 



c. 



t would b« vory dtj»«ttsfi«<i if i s ^ 

^ -- -.olcly uoc r.cll^^'11 
Th- I Chtrdc ,6ouc ic th. r “ 

»r c*r..r, ' fe.i I «d. . b-ui »ov« u eae.rlag 

.d. : « forrua.c. co b. loc«^ vh.r. r «. 

_e. I thoroughly «aJoy oty cate.r. 

J. r thoroughly eajoy ay location. 

I taka great prld. la «y carear. 

I would liaa 

r Often think about b.lag la . dlff.r.at locatll'*'"' 

■ 211 u.. „ 

I feal r " Tr * dlffereat location. 

could ba auch nor. aatlafled la a different =a 
very satlatied with ay preeeat location. 

«te live la auch more Important to mv 

“7 satlafactloa chan ay career. 



94 



Till. ZUCCJOnOM, T2AXNCTC PaomSIONAL DE7ZLCPI1EKT 



IndlcACfl TOUT l«v«X of Agre« 
folloirliig #caX«: 



1 C CO cha ncxc 17 itc 



SAopond u«lAg cha 



SCrongly 

Diugraa 



HcucrmX 



Scrongiy 

Agrea 



la ttv&iuACliig cae flrac four iceu, consider ASV, CIC, ecc. Am cecnnlcai icr^ools 
and L^^ET, PAO, ecc. am non-* Cachn leal ones. Qalc conaideraclon of oisjor profess-* 
IooaI schools such as SWOS, K?CS or wr collsge. 



Navy school(s) chsc I coepleced during mj nose recenc cransfsr or prasenc aaslgmcnc 
vers valuable co me in perforalng ay job. (score '*0'* i£ none conplaced) . 

_Z, The Havy has provided ae vlch adequacs craining In the general (aanagarlal) 
aspeecs of how co perform as a Mavsl officer. 

I believe chac oon->Cechnical scnools Improve my ability co do ay job. 

Technical schools will increase ay pronoclon opporcunlciea ouch aore chan 
aon-»cechn1ral service schools. 

_5 . ^cape for technical /key billacs, the assigniaenc of prloery duties to an officer 
by the comeendlng officer is guided by the officer's service record and the 
officer's need to obtain well rounded professional experience. 

^5. The asaign3senc of an officer on sea duty as a division officer, asy be a 
collateral ducy. 

An officer oust serve as the head of a aajor deparcaent before selection for 
asaignaent as an execuciva officer afloat. 

Ji, The EOOU qualif icaclon ouac be obtained before an I112C can be designated as 
''Qualified for Gasoand'* . 

^9. A written examination Is required to obtain the designaclon, "Qualified for 
Conmand" . 

IQ. tf an URL officer (116X) does not qualify within 24 caonchs of ahioboard duty, 
this oay result in reaaaignaent to snore ducy and a designacor change to 

nox. 

LI. ify ship has a planned program cor rotating junior officers through several 
departments during their first sea tour. (Calc if on snore ducy). 

^12. I have been encouraged by many of ay seniors (CO, XO, department head, etc.) 

Co pursue a graduate eaiicacion. 

^13. Obcaining a poscgraduaca degree will strengthen ay chances for proxnoclon. 

14. X would racher receive a paacgraduace degree from a civilian inacicucion than 
MPG3. 

^15. If I leave ay warfare specialty area for any reason, including accendance ac 
NPGS, ay Ilavy career will suffer. 

^16. The development of a subspec laity is Important for ay Msvy career. 

^17. The development of a subspeclalty la important for ay career beyond the Navy. 
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IX. snpTLZKEsrrxL qcxstigns 



ladlCAC* yotix l«v€i at «gr««cac wlCh itemm 1 Chrough 33. iU«pond u*ln« thm 
folloviiig seals: 

I 2 3 4 5 6 7 

SCTongly Nsutral SCrerngiy 

Olssgrss Agrss 



1. I aa willing co puc In a great deal of sffotx bsyoad that ooraslly axpseced ta 
~ order CO help Che Savy be successful. 

Z. I talk, up Che IXavy to ary friends as a grsec organlzacion to work for. 

_3. I fsel very llctls loyalty to CtM MsTy. 

I would accept alaosc any type of job asslgxsenc in ordsr to rceeln in the Havy. 
_S. I find that ey veilues and the Hs:Ty's values ars vary similar. 

^6. X am proud to Call others Chet X am pert of Che Hsvy. 

_7. I could just as wall be working for a different organlzat Inn as long as the type 
of work were similar. 

^3. The Sevy rselly Inspirss Che very best in me In the wey of job perforaancs. 

_9. It would take very little chenga In ary present eircumetancee to cause ae to leave. 

10. X am axcremely glad that X choae the Hsvy to work for» over other orgsnlxatlnns 
I wee conaidering at the time I joined. 

11. There’s not too auch to be gained by staying vlch Che Mary indefinitely. 

11. Often. I find it difficult to agree with the Navy’s policiee on Important matters 
relating to its personnel. 

13. I reelly care about the fata of the Mevy. 

14. for ne this is the beat of all poaalbls organisations for vnlch to work. 

13. Deciding to join the Hsvy wes a dsflnlca alacake on sry pert. 

16. The Havy should provide claer. specific career paths with associated plans. 

17. I don’t really think about the career decision; it's in Che back of ey nlnd 

for a while, then it will suddenly hit ne. and I Voiow wnsc I will do. 

13 . Career opporrunlClss are unpredictable so you ouet be ready to aaaa a decision 

whan one arlaee. 

^19. X am willing to Inveet considerehle time in exploring career opportunlClae. 

^20. I lika to imagine what it would be Ilka to be the very top person in ay field. 

_Z1. I research, plan, and find ay o«ei blllaca. 

^22. It helps to know exactly what you went In your next aaelgnaent. 

^23. I can not deoend upon the detailing system to find a job chat I want. 

^24. I '<nov the steps that I need to taka to achieve ay Havy career goals. 

^23. I 'Know the steps that I need to taka to achieve ay poet»Havy career goals. 

_26. I feel chat I*a a person of worth, at least on an equal plane with others. 

^27. ‘ X feel that I have a number of good qualities. 

_23. All In all. I am inclinsd to fsel thsc X am a failure. 

^29. I feel I do not have auch to be proud of. 

_30. I wish I could have acre respect for ayself. 

I am able to do things as well as eost other peopls. 
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1 2 

Scrongly 



3 4 5 

N«ucrAi 



Strongly 

Agro« 



32. At Clans I think I oi no good nc nil. 

^33. On chs tfholsy I am tnclsflnd vlch syinii. 

I caks A pas ItlTo sctlcuds tc^rsrd ayssli. 

33* I csrtslaXy fssl usslsss sc class. 

36. Career SACinfsctlon tl ; The follovlng ICsas are flallsr to chose you 
covered ear Her. However, vs would like your assiscanca Co tee hov 
Havy officsrs look ac chair career In rslacion Co chelr occupation 
and organization. Multiple Icsas help us obtain stable esciaaces of 
atcltudes. Hsspond using the following Icale: 



I 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Strongly Neither Strongly 

Olsagres Agree oor Agree 

Disagree 




d. 




h. 



1. 




o. 



Jl- 




I aa very satisfied vlch ny occupation. 

Being In the Navy Is nere lisporcant chan ay location. 

I thoroughly enjoy 3iy field of work. 

My career Is siznif Icantly sore Isporcant to me chan the Navy. 

X would definitely like to change my field of work. 

The occupation in which I work is o»re Isportanc to me chan my location. 
I would feel happier vlch a different occupation. 

The occupation In which I work is more important chan ay career. 

I definitely feel X am in Che right field of work. 

X am very sorry X chose my occupecion. 

The Navy is mora essential to me Chan my field of work. 

I feel very good about my career. 

X cake great pride in ay field of work. 

Location is not nearly aa Laporcanc to me as being in the Navy. 

If X could do it over again. X would not choose ay occupation. 

I decinicely feal chat I am in the wrong career. 

The Navy is materially more essential co me chan ay career. 

X Chink t made a serious mis cake in cnooaing ay field of work. 

I often chink about changing ay career. 

My career cakes precedence over ay field of work. 

Location ia more Important to me than the field in which X work. 

My occupation Is mora vital Co me chan Che Navy. 
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If 70U would like to cooMiit on any aapacc of your Navy caraer aa it affectj 
your daslra to concinua aa a Surfaca Warfara Officer, pleaaa uaa thla space* 

Thank you for your aaalacanca vlth this quaacionnaire* 



NOTZ : If you would Lika to receive an lofonaation letter on the general 

ziadings from the quescloonalre, pleaaa print your name and address in the space 
provided: 
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